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SUMMARY 


Introduction 


The  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  Final  Timber  Management  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  (FEISs)  were  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and 
made  available  to  the  public  in  October,  1978  and  November,  1979,  respectively. 
These  FEISs  analyzed  the  environmental  impacts  of  projected  Ten-Year  Timber 
Management  Plans  (TMPs)  for  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  Sustained  Yield 
Units  (SYUs)  in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  (BLM)  Medford  District  in 
southwest  Oregon.  This  supplement  to  the  FEISs  was  prepared  to  analyze  the 
impacts  of  change  in  the  ratio  of  current  harvest  practices  compared  to  those 
analyzed  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

Description  of  the  Action 

This  supplement  analyzes  the  environmental  impacts  of  changes  in  ratio  of  harvest 
practices  which  would  cause,  over  a  ten-year  period,  an  increase  in  clearcutting 
(9,000  acres  to  55,300  acres)  with  an  associated  decrease  in  shelterwood  harvest 
(110,000  acres  to  51,000  acres).  Also  analyzed  is  a  shift  in  the  criteria 
determining  the  leave  overstory  in  initial  entry  of  a  shelterwood  harvest  system 
from  that  of  30  to  60  percent  basal  area  removed  to  that  of  leaving  approximately 
8  to  12  trees  per  acre.  The  refinements  of  the  District's  management  plans  would 
not  change  the  annual  or  decadal  allowable  harvest,  and  the  silvicultural  concept 
of  even-aged  timber  management  as  described  in  the  final  EISs  would  be  retained. 
This  concept  uses  a  combination  of  clearcutting  and  two-stage  shelterwood  systems 
for  the  high  intensity  timber  management  lands  (lands  that  are  capable  of  being 
reforested  within  five  years  of  harvest)  within  each  SYU.  For  the  District,  the 
adjustment  in  clearcut  and  shelterwood  harvest  practice  ratios  would  result  in  a 
ratio  of  52  and  48  percent  respectively.  Further  analysis  indicates  that  for  the 
JSYU,  clearcut  harvest  would  account  for  73  percent,  and  shelterwood  for  27 
percent.  For  the  J-KSYUs,  clearcut  harvest  would  account  for  36  percent  and 
shelterwood  for  64  percent.  About  76  percent  (74  percent  of  JSYU  and  78  percent 
of  J-KSYUs)  of  the  increased  clearcutting  would,  be  done  in  three-stage 
shelterwood  areas  created  between  the  1950s  and  1970s.  The  remaining  24  percent 
(26  percent  of  JSYU  and  22  percent  of  J-KSYUs)  would  be  from  initial  entry 
clearcuts  (see  Table  One,  Appendix  B) . 


Environmental  Consequences 

1-  Air  Quality:  Changes  in  air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  changes 
described  in  the  supplemental  environmental  impact  statement  (SEIS)  are  shown  in 
Table  Eleven  of  Appendix  B.   Comparisons  between  the  JFEIS  and  this  SEIS  show 


potential  increases  in  emissions  for  particulates,  carbon  monoxide,  and  oxides  of 
nitrogen.  Comparisons  between  the  J-KFEIS  and  this  SEIS  indicate  that  emissions 
would  be  reduced  for  particulates,  carbon  monoxide,  and  oxides  of  nitrogen. 

2.  Soils:  The  reduced  level  of  road  construction  along  with  an  increase  in 
clearcutting  and  an  associated  reduction  in  shelterwood  would  result  in  a 
reduction  in  erosion  from  that  analyzed  in  the  FEISs.  Soil  erosion  and 
productivity  losses  caused  by  an  increase  in  acres  to  be  burned  in  the  JSYU  would 
be  offset  by  a  reduction  in  burn  intensity  resulting  from  less  fuel  consumed  per 
acre.  The  overall  soil  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  would  be  less  than  those 
identified  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

3.  Water  Resources:  The  estimated  ten-year  water  yields  resulting  from  the 
change  in  ratio  of  harvest  practices  in  the  JSYU  and  J-KSYUs  would  be  slightly 
greater  than  those  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs.  The 
increases  would  be  undetectable  and  therefore  no  positive  or  negative  impacts 
would  be  expected. 

The  change  in  ratio  of  harvest  practices  is  not  expected  to  have  any  effect  on 
peak  flows  or  low  flows  in  either  the  JSYU  or  J-KSYUs.  The  SEIS  shows  a  decrease 
in  total  sediment  yield  as  compared  to  the  estimated  sediment  yield  for  the 
proposed  actions  in  the  J  and  J-K  FEISs  due  to  a  reduction  in  road  construction 
and  acres  harvested.  No  change  in  impacts  to  maximum  summer  stream  temperatures 
are  expected  as  a  result  of  the  change  in  ratio  of  harvest  practices  because 
stream  protection  measures  would  remain  the  same  as  for  the  FEISs. 

4.  Vegetation:  The  change  in  harvest  practice  ratios  would  result  in  impacts 
less  than  those  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs.  There  would  be 
a  decrease  in  harvest  of  12,700  acres  (9,000  acres  for  the  JSYU  and  3,700  acres 
for  the  J-KSYUs). 

5.  Animals:  The  change  in  harvest  practice  ratios  would  result  in  impacts  to 
animals  which  are  less  than  those  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the 
FEISs.  This  is  due  to  fewer  entries,  less  total  acreage  cut,  less  road 
construction,  and  reduced  human  disturbance. 

6.  Fish:  Changes  described  in  the  proposed  action  would  result  in  less  impact 
on  aquatic  habitat  than  was  described  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

7.  Recreation:  The  changes  described  in  the  SEIS  would  result  in  impacts  which 
are  less  than  those  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

8.  Cultural  Resources:  The  changes  described  in  the  SEIS  would  result  in 
impacts  which  are  less  than  those  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

9.  Visual  Resources:  Visual  resource  impacts  resulting  from  the  changes 
described  in  the  SEIS  would  result  in  greater  short  term  visual  contrast. 
However,  overall  impacts  would  be  less  than  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in 
the  FEISs. 

10.  Special  Management  Areas:  The  changes  described  in  the  SEIS  would  result  in 
no  impact  on  special  management  areas. 
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PREFACE 

Different  estimates  are  identified  in  this  final  supplemental  environmental 
impact  statement  (SEIS)  from  those  identified  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the 
final  environmental  impact  statements  (FEISs)  for  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath 
SYUs.   The  differences  are  primarily  attributable  to  the  FEISs'  estimates  being 
full  ten-year  estimates  whereas  the  ten-year  estimates  displayed  in  this  final 
supplemental  EIS  are  based  on  five  years  of  actual  accomplishments  and  five  years 
of  estimates  (e.g.,  roads  and  air  quality:   Chapter  I,  Section  D.  and  Chapter  II, 
Section  A.).   Some  impact  differences  also  exist  between  the  draft  and  this  final 
SEIS.   These  differences  are  due  to  this  SEIS  incorporating  more  supporting  data 
as  a  result  of  direct  response  to  public  comments  on  the  draft  SEIS. 

The  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  FEISs  analyzed  the  expected  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  the  Medford  District's  projected  ten-year  timber 
management  plans  that  were  implemented  in  October  of  1979  and  1980, 
respectively.   The  prescribed  harvest  practices  identified  in  the  FEISs  were 
predominantly  two-stage  shelterwood  with  some  clearcutting.   Shelterwood 
projections  for  the  decade  were  based  on  site  characteristics  (e.g.,  soils, 
topography,  and  climate)  and  reforestation  uncertainty,  which  was  dependent  upon 
treatments  and  technology  then  available. 

The  level  of  uncertainty  with  predicted  reforestation  success  was  manifested  by 
the  inclusion  into  the  timber  plans  of  a  trial  harvest  program  which  incorporated 
BLM  research  and  the  regional  Forestry  Intensified  Research  (FIR)  program 
involving  many  public  and  private  organizations  in  southwest  Oregon.   The 
research  and  trial  programs  were  designed  to  identify  which  harvest  methods  and 
reforestation  techniques  would  improve  BLM's  reforestation  success.   The  overall 
objectives  of  these  programs  are  to  improve  reforestation  success  by  using 
locally  adapted  forestry  research  integrated  with  fundamental  research  followed 
by  information  transfer  and  operational  testing. 

During  the  initial  stages  of  implementation  of  the  FEISs,  BLM  field  operations 
and  research  results  began  to  indicate  that  timber  management  objectives,  on  many 
of  the  District's  intensively  managed  forest  lands,  could  best  be  achieved  by 
shifting  to  clearcut  harvest  on  many  acres  previously  entered  for  shelterwoods . 
The  incremental  application  of  new  information  and  techniques  took  place  through 
site-specific  silvicultural  prescriptions  on  a  unit-by-unit  basis. 

I.    ALTERNATIVES,  INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  (CHANGE  IN  HARVEST  PRACTICES) 

A.   Purpose  and  Need 

In  accordance  with  the  agreement  of  February  19,  1976,  relative  to  the  litigation 
in  the  U.  S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  entitled  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc.,  et  al.  vs.  Thomas  S.  Kleppe.  et  al.,  Civil  No. 
75-1861,  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs) 
were  prepared  to  analyze  the  impacts  of  timber  management  activities  in  the 
Medford  District.   The  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  Timber  Management  FEISs  were 
made  available  to  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  public  in  October, 
1978  and  November,  1979,  respectively  (USDI ,  BLM  1978  and  1979).   Implementation 
of  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  TMPs  took  place  in  October,  1979  and 
October,  1980,  respectively. 


Over  the  past  few  years,  the  ratio  of  current  even-aged  harvest  practices  changed 
compared  to  the  ratio  anticipated  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  Josephine  and 
Jackson-Klamath  FEISs .   Although  the  ratio  of  clearcut  and  shelterwood  harvests 
would  be  changed,  both  harvest  practices  are  even-aged,  and  the  regenerated  stand 
would  be  of  similar  size  and  age  regardless  of  whether  clearcut  or  shelterwood 
was  used.   The  harvest  units  would  be  identical  in  appearance  to  a  clearcut  of 
the  same  age  in  three  to  five  years  when  the  overs tory  trees  are  removed  from  the 
shelterwood  units.   Consequently,  it  appeared  that  there  would  be  no  significant 
changes  in  impacts.   Nevertheless,  it  was  decided  to  supplement  the  Josephine  and 
Jackson-Klamath  FEISs . 

This  supplement  analyzes  the  environmental  impacts  of  an  increase  in  the  amount 
of  clearcutting  acreage  with  an  associated  decrease  in  shelterwood  harvest  and  of 
a  shift  in  initial  entry  shelterwood  harvest  from  30  to  60  percent  basal  area 
(see  Glossary,  Appendix  C)  removed  to  leaving  approximately  8  to  12  trees  per 
acre.   The  impacts  of  these  changes  are  compared  with  the  environmental  impacts 
identified  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

B.    Statutory  Authority 

The  BLM's  principal  authority  and  direction  to  manage  the  resources  of  the  public 
lands  within  the  Medford  District  are  set  forth  in  the  guiding  principles  of  two 
pieces  of  national  legislation — The  Revested  Oregon  and  California  (O&C)  Railroad 
and  Reconveyed  Coos  Bay  Wagon  Road  Grant  Lands  Act  of  1937  (O&C  Act)  and  The 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA) . 

The  O&C  Act  of  1937  (50  Stat.  874;  43  U.S.C.  1181a.,  et  seq.)  establishes  the 
principal  authority  and  direction  to  manage  the  O&C  grant  lands  and  was  the  first 
legislation  to  specify  sustained  yield  management  for  federal  lands. 

The  O&C  Act  states  that  lands  classified  as  timber  lands  "shall  be  managed  for 
permanent  forest  production,  and  the  timber  thereon  shall  be  sold,  cut,  and 
removed  in  conformity  with  the  principle  of  sustained  yield  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  a  permanent  source  of  timber  supply,  protecting  watersheds,  regulating 
stream  flow,  and  contributing  to  the  economic  stability  of  local  communities  and 
industries,  and  providing  recreational  facilities." 

Intermingled  public  domain  lands  were  brought  under  sustained  yield  management  by 
BLM's  1969  application  which  withdrew  those  lands  from  entry  under  all  public 
land  laws  except  certain  disposal  acts.   Withdrawal  was  completed  by  Public  Land 
Order  5490  (40  CFR  7450,  1975). 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (90  Stat.  2743,  43  U.S.C. 
1701,  et  seq.),  often  referred  to  as  the  BLM's  "Organic  Act,"  establishes  the 
policy  for  administration  of  public  lands  under  BLM's  jurisdiction.   Four 
provisions  of  FLPMA  have  significant  application  providing  for:   broad  management 
authority  under  the  principle  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield;  periodic  and 
systematic  inventory  of  the  public  lands  and  the  resources  they  contain; 
comprehensive  land  use  planning;  and  protection  of  scientific,  scenic, 
historical,  ecological,  environmental,  air  and  atmosphere,  water  resources,  and 
archeological  values. 


The  BLM's  Organic  Act  states  that  "notwithstanding  any  provision  of  FLPMA,  in  the 
event  of  conflict  with  or  inconsistency  between  FLPMA  and  the  O&C  Act  insofar  as 
they  relate  to  management  of  timber  resources  and  disposition  of  revenues  from 
lands  and  resources,  the  O&C  Act  shall  prevail." 

There  are  other  laws,  regulations,  and  executive  orders  with  which  the  BLM  must 
comply;  however,  the  O&C  Act  and  FLPMA  are  the  two  primary  laws  that  set  forth 
general  policy  and  guidance. 

C.   Summary  of  the  Existing,  Timber  Management  Plans 

The  ten-year  TMPs  for  the  public  lands  in  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  SYUs 
were  developed,  based  on  inventory  systems  and  land  use  allocation  processes 
consistent  with  applicable  laws  and  BLM  policies  and  procedures.   The  BLM  has 
adopted  the  guidelines  for  timber  management  contained  in  the  Senate  Subcommittee 
on  Public  Lands  report  of  1972  entitled  "Clearcutting  on  Federal  Timberlands" 
(see  pages  1-3  of  FEISs).   This  report  is  commonly  referred  to  as  the  "Church 
Guidelines"  (USGPO  1972). 

A  harvest  level  was  computed  for  the  Josephine,  Jackson,  and  Klamath  sustained 
yield  units  within  the  Medford  District.   The  Jackson  and  Klamath  were 
consolidated  for  land  use  planning  analysis  and  decisionmaking  purposes. 

The  TMPs  provide  for  a  combined  annual  timber  harvesting  level  of  38.73  million 
cubic  feet  (213  million  board  feet  [MMBF])  from  the  high  intensity  management 
(HIM)  lands  and  2.66  million  cubic  feet  (14  MMBF)  from  the  trial  harvest  program 
lands.   Even-aged  timber  management,  using  a  combination  of  clearcutting  (9,000 
acres)  and  shelterwood  (110,000  acres)  harvesting  systems  combined  with  intensive 
forest  management  practices,  was  the  primary  variable  of  the  allowable  cut 
simulation  model  (see  Table  One,  Appendix  B) .   An  estimate  of  the  intensive 
management  acreages  for  the  TMPs  is  shown  in  Tables  1-1  of  both  FEISs. 

The  allowable  cut  plan  assumes  that,  following  harvest,  the  intensive  management 
techniques  necessary  to  facilitate  reforestation  and  promote  growth  of  commercial 
tree  species  would  be  accomplished.   However,  not  every  treatment  listed  in 
Tables  1-1  would  be  applied  to  every  acre,  although  a  large  number  of  treatment 
combinations  are  possible  and  could  be  employed.   Tables  1-1  display  an  estimate 
of  treatment  types  and  quantifies  a  level  of  magnitude  for  analysis. 

Intensive  forest  management  practices  are  accomplished  through  service  contracts 
usually  awarded  on  a  competitive  basis.   The  standard  and  special  provisions  in 
the  contracts  set  forth  the  performance  standards  to  be  followed  by  the 
contractor  in  carrying  out  the  action  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws, 
regulations,  and  policies.   The  selection  of  special  provisions  is  governed  by 
the  scope  of  the  action  and  site  characteristics. 


1.    Josephine  Sustained  Yield  Unit  (JSYU) 

The  record  of  decision  (ROD)  for  the  JSYU  Timber  Management  Plan  was  approved  by 
the  BLM's  Oregon  State  Director  on  September  4,  1979,  and  became  effective 
October  1,  1979  (fiscal  year  1980).   This  decision  selected  Alternative  No.  Four 
"Utilization  of  Surplus  Inventory-One  Decade."  This  directed  the  sale  of  the 
maximum  amount  of  timber  annually  during  the  first  decade,  without  diminishing 
the  sustained  yield  harvest  in  future  decades.   The  allowable  cut  on  the  high 
intensity  lands  for  this  alternative  was  19.41  MM  cu.  ft.  (99  MMBF)  per  year  for 
one  decade  at  which  time  the  harvest  level  would  be  reduced  to  the  sustainable 
harvest  level  of  18.34  MM  cu.  ft.  (94  MMBF).   The  decadal  allowable  cut  was  990 
MMBF.   This  harvest  level  was  calculated  using  the  clearcut  option  of  the 
computerized  forest  simulation  model  (SIMIX)  because  the  net  effects  on 
establishment,  yields,  and  volumes  per  acre  are  very  similar  to  those  for 
shelterwood  harvest.   The  additional  harvest  of  1.76  MM  cu.  ft.  (9  MMBF)  was 
added  for  the  trial  harvest  program.   This  decision  remained  in  effect  for  two 
years  (FY80-81). 

On  December  11,  1981,  the  BLM's  Oregon  State  Director  approved  Amendment  No.  1  to 
the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  which  revised  the  1979  decision.   This  decision 
selected  the  proposed  action  (Chapter  I  of  JFEIS)  and  reflected  an  increase  from 
94  MMBF  to  95  MMBF  in  the  annual  productive  capacity  for  HIM  lands  of  the  JFEIS, 
and  also  eliminated  the  harvest  of  surplus  inventory  volume.  This  amendment, 
resulting  from  a  mathematical  refinement  in  the  method  used  to  compute  the 
allowable  harvest  level,  established  a  new  decadal  harvest  level  of  950  MMBF. 

The  current  (FY80  -  FY89)  annual  allowable  cut  is  18.50  MM  cu.  ft.  (95  MMBF), 
which  is  the  sustainable  annual  harvest  level  for  the  high  intensity  lands,  and 
1.8  MM  cu.  ft.  (9  MMBF)  on  the  trial  harvest  program  lands.   The  combined  harvest 
level  of  104  MMBF  is  a  4  MMBF  annual  reduction  from  the  harvest  level  of  108  MMBF 
identified  in  the  ROD.   The  TMP  includes  a  cutting  combination  of  5,000  acres 
clearcut  and  50,000  acres  shelterwood  (see  Table  One,  Appendix  B). 

2.   Jackson-Klamath  Sustained  Yield  Units  (J-KSYUs) 

The  ROD  for  the  J-KSYUs  Timber  Management  Plan  was  approved  by  BLM's  Oregon  State 
Director  on  May  13,  1980,  and  became  effective  October  1,  1980  (fiscal  year 
1981).   This  decision  selected  Alternative  No.  3b.  "Utilization  of  Surplus 
Inventory-Two  Decades."  This  decision  directed  the  sale  of  the  maximum  amount  of 
timber  annually  during  the  first  two  decades  without  diminishing  the  sustained 
yield  harvest  in  future  decades.   The  allowable  cut  on  the  high  intensity  lands 
for  this  decision  was  22.33  MM  cu.  ft.  (131  MMBF)  per  year  for  two  decades  at 
which  time  the  harvest  level  would  be  reduced  to  the  sustainable  harvest  level  of 
19.69  MM  cu.  ft.  (115  MMBF)  for  the  remaining  decades.   The  decadal  allowable  cut 
was  1,310  MMBF.   This  harvest  level  was  calculated  using  the  clearcut  model 
option  of  the  computerized  forest  simulation  model  (SIMIX)  because  the  net 
effects  on  establishment,  yields,  and  volumes  per  acre  are  very  similar  to  those 
for  shelterwood  harvest.   An  additional  annual  harvest  of  .86  MM  cu.  ft.  (5  MMBF) 
was  added  from  the  trial  harvest  program.   This  decision  remained  in  effect  for 
one  year  (FY81) . 


On  December  11,  1981,  the  BLM's  Oregon  State  Director  approved  Amendment  No.  1  to 
the  ROD  which  revised  the  1979  decision.   This  decision  selected  the  proposed 
action  (Chapter  I  of  J-KFEIS)  and  reflected  an  increase  from  115  MMBF  to  118  MMBF 
in  the  annual  productive  capacity  for  HIM  lands  of  the  J-KFEIS,  and  also 
eliminated  the  harvest  of  surplus  inventory  volume.   This  amendment  resulted  from 
the  same  mathematical  refinement  in  computational  methods  as  stated  for  the 
Josephine  SYU,  and  established  a  new  decadal  harvest  level  of  1,180  MMBF. 

The  current  (FY81  -  FY90)  annual  allowable  cut  is  20.23  MM  cu.  ft.  (118  MMBF), 
which  is  the  sustainable  annual  harvest  level  on  the  high  intensity  lands,  and 
0.86  MM  cu.  ft.  (5  MMBF)  on  the  trial  harvest  program  lands.   The  combined 
harvest  level  of  123  MMBF  is  a  13  MMBF  annual  reduction  from  the  harvest  level  of 
136  MMBF  identified  in  the  ROD.   The  TMP  includes  a  cutting  combination  of  4,000 
acres  clearcut  and  60,000  acres  shelterwood  (see  Table  One,  Appendix  B) . 

D.   Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Comparison  to  the  Final  EISs  and 
Amended  Records  of  Decision 

The  proposed  action  involves  two  shifts.   First,  there  is  a  shift  of  acreage 
distribution  between  clearcut  and  shelterwood  harvest  systems.   This  would  have  a 
combined  ten-year  net  effect  of  increasing  the  clearcutting  to  55,300  acres  and 
decreasing  the  amount  of  shelterwood  to  51,000  acres  (see  Table  One,  Appendix 
B) .   Initial  entry  clearcutting  would  increase  from  9,000  to  13,500  acres  and 
de  facto  (see  Glossary,  Appendix  C)  clearcutting  would  total  41,800  acres. 
Second,  the  change  in  harvest  practice  ratios  would  entail  a  shift  in  initial 
entry  shelterwood  harvest  from  30  to  60  percent  basal  area  removed  to  leaving 
approximately  8  to  12  trees  per  acre.   For  the  District,  the  adjustment  in 
clearcut  and  shelterwood  harvest  practice  ratios  would  yield  a  harvest  ratio  of 
52  and  48  percent  respectively.   Further  analysis  indicates  that  for  the  JSYU, 
clearcut  harvest  would  account  for  73  percent  and  shelterwood  for  27  percent. 
For  the  J-KSYUs,  clearcut  harvest  would  account  for  36  percent  and  shelterwood 
for  64  percent.   About  76  percent  (74  percent  of  JSYU  and  78  percent  of  J-KSYUs) 
of  the  increased  clearcutting  would  be  done  in  shelterwood  areas  created  between 
the  1950s  and  1970s.   The  remaining  24  percent  (26  percent  of  JSYU  and  22  percent 
of  J-KSYUs)  would  be  initial  entry  clearcuts. 

The  refinements  of  the  District's  management  plans  would  not  change  the  annual  or 
decadal  allowable  harvest,  and  the  silvicultural  concept  of  even-aged  timber 
management  as  described  in  the  final  EISs  would  be  retained.   Since  the  clearcut 
option  of  the  simulation  model  was  used  in  the  original  allowable  cut 
computation,  the  shift  from  shelterwood  to  clearcut  would  not  result  in  any 
changes  in  the  allowable  harvest  level.   This  even-aged  timber  management  concept 
uses  a  combination  of  clearcutting  and  two-stage  shelterwood  systems  for  most 
high  intensity  timber  management  lands  (lands  that  are  capable  of  being 
reforested  within  five  years  of  harvest)  within  each  SYU.   The  cutting  method 
prescribed  is  based  upon  site  specific  factors  and  management  constraints.   Each 
sale  area  is  reviewed  by  an  interdisciplinary  resource  team  comprised  of 
specialists  in  forestry,  soils,  wildlife,  fisheries,  cultural  resources,  and 
other  affected  disciplines  who  consider  multiple  resource  values,  constraints, 
and  mitigating  measures.   The  development  of  the  silvicultural  prescription 
identifying  the  preferred  harvest  method  considers  site,  biological,  and 
management  variables.   A  site  specific  environmental  assessment  is  made  to 


analyze  the  impacts  of  each  proposed  timber  sale.   When  a  timber  sale  decision  is 
made,  the  timber  sale  contract  incorporates  specifications  (see  BLM  Manual  5420 
and  Appendix  E  of  FEISs)  designed  to  protect  resource  values  and  achieve  the 
desired  management  objectives. 

For  purposes  of  determining  the  sustained  yield  allowable  cut,  the  low  intensity 
management  (L1M)  and  limited  management  (LM)  lands  are  excluded  from  the  timber 
production  base,  but  comprise  the  land  base  for  the  trial  harvest  program.  Under 
the  J  and  J-K  records  of  decision,  harvesting  is  prescribed  on  these  lands  as 
determined  by  research  study  plans.   Reforestation  practices  on  these  lands  are 
being  studied  not  only  by  BLM  foresters,  but  by  scientists  from  both  the  Pacific 
Northwest  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station  and  Oregon  State  University  under 
the  Forestry  Intensified  Research  (FIR)  program.   This  program  was  planned  for  a 
ten-year  period  and  is  scheduled  to  terminate  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1988. 
The  primary  objectives  of  the  FIR  program  are  to  determine  and  apply  optimal 
reforestation  techniques  that  can  improve  the  reforestation  of  both  withdrawn  (LM 
and  LIM)  and  high  intensity  management  lands  in  southwest  Oregon. 

Impacts  addressed  in  the  FEISs  assumed  that  9,900  acres  (5,000  for  JSYU  and  4,900 
for  J-KSYUs)  of  LIM  lands  would  be  shelterwood  harvested.   Table  Four,  Appendix 
B,  shows  that  about  3,137  acres  (1,991  for  JSYU  and  1,146  for  J-KSYUs)  have  been 
offered  for  sale  to  date.   Based  on  current  research  plans,  no  additional  timber 
sales  involving  trial  harvest  lands  are  expected  after  FY86  for  the  remainder  of 
the  decade.   Of  the  3,137  acres  sold,  about  146  acres  are  located  on  LM  lands 
(135  for  JSYU  and  11  for  J-KSYUs),  with  the  remainder  on  LIM  lands.   Of  the  total 
on  LM  lands,  about  121  acres  (110  for  JSYU  and  11  for  J-KSYUs)  would  be  clearcut 
with  the  remainder  (25  for  JSYU)  shelterwood  harvested.   These  acreages  are 
included  in  Table  Seventeen  of  Appendix  B. 

Impacts  from  road  construction  addressed  in  the  FEISs  were  based  on  estimates  of 
875  miles  (500  JSYU,  375  J-KSYUs)  of  new  construction.   Based  on  the  projections 
related  to  the  changes  in  harvest  practices,  BLM  expects  to  enter  12,700  fewer 
acres.   Road  construction  estimates  for  the  decade  are  now  projected  to  decrease 
by  19  percent,  to  710  miles  (360  JSYU,  350  J-KSYUs). 

1.   Clearcut/Shelterwood 

a)   Clearcut 

Clearcutting  on  high  intensity  lands  would  occur  where  regeneration  of  the  stand 
can  be  expected  within  five  years  of  harvest  using  artificial  reforestation. 
District  reforestation  records,  research  data,  and  intensive  silvicultural 
practice  indicate  that  reforestation  to  meet  stocking  standards  can  be 
effectively  achieved  on  most  sites  through  clearcutting.   Stein  (1981,  1984), 
sampled  representative  BLM  acreages  that  were  clearcut  or  partial  cut  between 
1956-1971. 

Stein  reported  results  in  two  parts:   (1)  Southern  Oregon  Cascades  (Butte  Falls 
and  Dead  Indian  areas  of  the  Jackson-Klamath  SYUs),  and  (2)  BLM  lands  located  in 
the  Siskiyou  Mountains  (Galice-Glendale,  Evans,  and  Applegate  areas  in  the 
Josephine  Sustained  Yield  Unit  (SYU);  and  that  portion  of  the  Jackson-Klamath 
SYUs  in  the  Siskiyous).   Excluding  the  Dead  Indian  area,  post-harvest  seedling 


establishment  was  significantly  higher  in  clearcut  than  partial  cut  areas, 
averaging  71.1  and  57.7  percent  respectively.   In  contrast,  partial  cutting  in 
the  frost-problem  and  gopher-infested  Dead  Indian  area  was  significantly  more 
successful  than  clearcuts.  Post-harvest  regeneration  for  partial  cutting  and 
clearcutting  in  that  area  averaged  50.0  and  32.8  percent  respectively.   The 
Stein  data  was  not  available  when  the  FEISs  were  being  prepared  in  the  late 
1970s.   Nevertheless,  the  acceptable  stocking  levels  Stein  reported  reflect 
technologies  of  the  late  1950s  and  1960s.   To  illustrate  the  significance  of  this 
data,  about  50  percent  (a  minimum  of  125  well-spaced  trees  per  acre)  is  the 
dividing  line,  according  to  Stein,  between  acceptable  and  unacceptable  stocking. 
In  shelterwood  units,  acceptable  post-harvest  stocking  of  new  regeneration  after 
partial  removal  of  trees  was  64  percent  of  the  acreage  cut  in  the  Siskiyou  part 
of  the  District,  86  percent  in  the  Butte  Falls,  and  59  percent  in  the  Dead  Indian 
area.   The  acreage  with  acceptable  stocking  was  markedly  greater  after  clearcut 
harvest,  averaging  83  percent  in  the  Siskiyous  and  100  percent  in  Butte  Falls. 
District  reforestation  records  through  1984  indicate  that  84  percent  of  all 
cut-over  lands  meet  or  exceed  minimal  stocking  standards  (see  Table  Sixteen, 
Appendix  B) .   Post-harvest  regeneration  at  minimal  or  target  stocking  levels  has 
been  attained  on  87  percent  of  all  clearcut  acres  and  82  percent  of  all  partial 
cut  acres  (Table  Three,  Appendix  B) . 

Significant  improvements  in  intensive  silvicultural  practices  have  been  made  on 
the  District  since  the  Stein  study.   The  most  important  factors  in  attaining 
reforestation  success  are  effective  initial  site  preparation,  timely  and  proper 
planting,  quality  seedlings,  and  early  control  of  competing  vegetation.   At  the 
beginning  of  this  decade,  the  District  hired  a  reforestation  specialist  to 
oversee  all  reforestation  specifications,  which  include  quality  control,  and 
handling  and  placement  of  seedlings.   All  harvested  lands  are  planned  for 
artificial  reforestation  within  one  year  of  site  preparation.   Additionally,  the 
District  has  hired  fuel  management  specialists  responsible  for  site  preparation 
which  includes  prescribed  fire.   Today,  there  is  almost  100  percent  contract 
administration  of  reforestation  activities.   Since  1978,  a  major  effort  in 
research  and  technology  transfer  in  reforestation  has  been  ongoing  under  the 
auspices  of  the  Forestry  Intensified  Research  Program.   Technologies  in 
production  of  nursery  stock,  site  preparation,  vegetation  management, 
reforestation  systems,  forest  ecology,  young  stand  management,  and  genetics  have 
been  developed  or  refined  by  researchers  from  both  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest 
and  Range  Experiment  Station  and  Oregon  State  University  (Walstad  1984).   The 
refinements  in  silvicultural  practice  on  the  District;  integration  of  and  access 
to  local,  state-of-the-art  forestry  information,  and  protection  and  maintenance 
of  seedlings  have  improved  the  District's  ability  to  achieve  reforestation 
success  through  clearcutting  on  lands  previously  scheduled  for  shelterwood 
harvest.   For  example,  out  of  5,558  acres  planted  in  1979,  92  percent  (5,109 
acres)  are  stocked  (Table  Three,  Appendix  B) . 

Clearcut  acreage  projections  encompass  two  categories:   initial  clearcuts  made  in 
forests  where  no  previous  timber  harvest  occurred  (except  possibly  mortality 
salvage)  and  "de  facto"  clearcuts  where  the  overstory  is  removed  from  shelterwood 
areas  harvested  between  the  1950s  and  1970s,  prior  to  the  development  of  the 
FEISs  and  TMPs.   These  shelterwood  areas  consist  of  units  that  were  managed  under 
a  three-stage  shelterwood  system  with  the  expectation  of  successful  natural 
regeneration.   These  units  did  not  receive  immediate  follow  up  with  intensive 


forest  management  practices  to  ensure  reforestation  success  as  is  done  today. 
Consequently,  under  the  three-stage  shelterwood  system,  three  major  situations 
developed.   First,  adequate  natural  regeneration  occurred  in  areas  where 
overstory  removal  can  be  successfully  accomplished  without  doing  unacceptable 
damage  to  the  new  plantation.   In  these  instances,  overstory  removal  was  and  is 
being  done  to  release  the  understory  for  faster  growth.   In  the  second  situation, 
regeneration  of  the  site  did  not  meet  the  District's  stocking  objectives  due  to 
the  rapid  development  of  a  heavy  component  of  brush  and  herbaceous  vegetation 
under  the  canopy  of  the  partial  cut  stand.   Successful  regeneration  of  these 
areas  require  overstory  removal  with  the  intent  to  make  the  site  ready  for  prompt 
artificial  reforestation.   In  the  third  situation,  regeneration  was  adequate, 
yielding  a  stocked  understory;  however,  due  to  many  factors  (e.g.,  steep  slopes, 
excessive  volume  per  acre,  trees  per  acre,  or  timber  size),  overstory  removal  is 
not  possible  without  incurring  unacceptable  damage  to  the  existing  regeneration. 
This  is  a  situation  where  artificial  reforestation  activities  are  required.   An 
important  point  is  that  the  final  removal  of  the  remaining  trees  in  the  latter 
two  shelterwood  situations  described  are  referred  to  as  clearcuts  because  the 
intent  is  to  reforest  the  unit.   Had  BLM  initially  been  able  to  establish  or 
predict  the  saving  of  adequate  regeneration  through  the  shelterwood  system,  the 
final  harvest  would  have  been  to  release  the  regeneration,  and  would  then  have 
been  called  an  overstory  removal  (as  described  in  the  first  situation)  rather 
than  a  clearcut.   In  many  prescriptions  calling  for  clearcutting  under  the  third 
situation  described  above,  the  understory  reproduction  may  be  saved  to  some 
extent.   In  those  cases,  interplanting  may  be  required  to  achieve  acceptable 
reforestation . 

Clearcutting  is  an  established  forest  management  harvest  practice  that  is 
successful  in  forested  regions  throughout  the  world,  including  the  Medford 
District.   Following  are  examples,  which  are  not  intended  to  be  all-inclusive, 
where  clearcut  harvest  is  silviculturally  favorable: 

(1)  Areas  where  an  overstory  canopy  is  not  needed  to  modify 
the  microsite  (see  glossary)  modification. 

(2)  Stands  that  have  a  high  potential  for  wind throw, 
resulting  in  toppling  of  shelterwood  leave  trees. 

(3)  Stands  that  have  a  serious  problem  with  mistletoe,  root 
rot,  or  other  disease  that  would  infect  newly  established  seedlings. 

(4)  Certain  topographies  where  shelterwood  trees  could  not 
be  removed  by  conventional  logging  systems  or  where  yarding  of  felled  trees  on 
steep  slopes  would  cause  excessive  damage  to  seedlings  (regeneration). 

(5)  For  species,  i.e.  Douglas-fir,  that  are  not 
shade-tolerant . 

b)   Shelterwood 

The  two-stage  shelterwood  system  is  used  in  conjunction  with  artificial 
reforestation  on  those  sites  capable  of  being  reforested  in  five  years  following 
the  first  (regeneration)  cut.   The  first  cut  removes  the  majority  of  trees  and  is 


followed  by  the  necessary  site  preparation  and  artificial  reforestation.   The 
objective  of  leaving  a  residual  level  of  overstory  trees  is  to  provide  shade  at 
the  ground  level,  thereby  reducing  evapotranspiration  and  thus  facilitating 
seedling  survival.  When  adequate  stocking  is  established,  which  usually  occurs 
three  to  five  years  after  reforestation,  the  remaining  overstory  trees  are 
removed.   Some  interplanting  may  be  necessary  in  areas  where  an  adequate  number 
of  seedlings  do  not  survive  for  various  reasons  or  where  groups  of  seedlings  are 
destroyed  by  the  final  logging  operation.   The  resulting  stocked  plantation  is 
visually  similar  to  a  stocked  clearcut  of  the  same  age. 

Following  are  examples,  which  are  not  intended  to  be  all-inclusive,  where 
shelterwood  harvest  is  considered  favorable: 

(1)  Hot,  droughty  areas  with  skeletal,  shallow  soils,  where 
soil  heating  may  reduce  seedling  survival  significantly,  and  where  artificial 
reforestation  techniques  alone  are  not  effective  in  modifying  site  conditions 
sufficiently  to  favor  seedling  establishment.   Soils  associated  with  these 
conditions  have  been  identified  in  the  District's  timber  production  capability 
classification  (TPCC)  manual. 

(2)  Areas,  primarily  in  the  Dead  Indian  area  of  the  Southern 
Cascades,  where  frost  may  reduce  seedling  survival  due  to  flat  topography  that 
restricts  frigid  air  drainage. 

(3)  Areas  identified  through  the  District  visual  resource 
guidelines  as  having  high  scenic  quality.   In  these  areas,  the  goals  of  the 
visual  resource  guidelines  may  dictate  a  shelterwood  which  could  vary  the 
overstory  volume,  length  of  time  for  overstory  removal,  or  type  of  logging 
employed. 

2.   Trees  Left  Per  Acre  Under  Shelterwood  System 

As  stated,  the  reason  for  leaving  a  residual  level  of  trees  on  shelterwood  sites 
is  to  modify  the  ground  level  seedling  environment.   However,  for  the  shelterwood 
to  be  effective,  the  remaining  overstory  trees  must  not  only  modify  the  seedling 
environment,  but  must  be  capable  of  being  removed  without  incurring  unacceptable 
damage  to  the  regeneration.   While  many  factors  (e.g.,  harvest  system;  slope; 
topography;  and  the  trees'  size,  crown  ratio,  and  distribution)  affect  the 
ability  to  successfully  remove  overstory  trees,  seedling  mortality  at 
unacceptable  levels  occurs  when  overstory  volumes  per  acre  (numbers  of  large 
trees)  are  excessive.   For  example,  Lysne  et  al.  (1981)  quantified  seedling 
mortality  associated  with  skyline  logging  a  steep  (65  percent)  slope  on  a  22-acre 
overstory  removal  in  southwest  Oregon.   Volumes  removed  were  relatively  low, 
averaging  12.7  thousand  board  feet  (MBF)  per  acre,  with  about  20  trees  per  acre 
averaging  23  inches  dbh.   Initial  post-harvest  stocking  was  35  percent  (451  trees 
per  acre  [TPAj)  based  on  one  milacre  (see  Glossary,  Appendix  C)  plot.   Of  the  35 
percent  initial  stocking,  59  percent  (154  TPA)  of  the  seedlings  survived  the 
combined  impacts  of  felling  and  yarding  the  overstory  trees.   Because  of  the 
irregular  distribution  of  the  remaining  seedlings,  the  area  required  major 
interplanting.   A  conclusion  drawn  from  the  study  was  that  seedling  mortality 
would  be  reduced  by  "leaving  fewer  overstory  trees  in  areas  where  steep  lateral 
slope  yarding  cannot  be  avoided."  However,  in  a  similar  BLM  operational  study 


(Holen  1982) ,  a  successful  overstory  removal  operation  was  accomplished  on  a  60 
percent  slope  using  a  partial  suspension  cable  system.   The  unit  contained  32 
overstory  TPA  having  an  average  dbh  of  20  inches  with  8.4  MBF  per  acre.   Seedling 
mortality  resulting  from  the  logging  operation  was  less  than  four  percent, 
leaving  364  TPA.   Logging  success  was  attributed  to  excellent  sale  layout  and 
contract  administration,  and  the  small  size  of  the  overstory  trees  removed.   The 
Steamboat  Ranger  District  of  the  Umpqua  National  Forest  has  extensive  operational 
experience  regarding  the  two-cut  shelterwood  system.  The  Ranger  District  found 
that  in  old  growth  situations,  with  good  sale  layout  and  contract  administration, 
and  reservation  of  the  proper  number  and  size  of  trees,  logging  damage  to 
regeneration  can  be  kept  below  25  percent  during  overstory  removal  operations. 
The  Ranger  District  recommends  leaving  between  8  to  12  trees  per  acre  averaging 
about  15  MBF  per  acre  and  increasing  planting  density  by  25  percent  (Brush 
1979).   Because  of  the  experiences  of  the  Medford  District  and  the  Umpqua 
National  Forest,  as  well  as  research  data  indicating  a  relationship  between 
overstory  volumes  (number  and  size  of  trees)  removed  and  logging  damage  to 
reproduction,  the  District  has  shifted  initial  entry  shelterwood  harvest  from  a 
30  to  60  percent  basal  area  removed  to  leaving  approximately  8  to  12  trees  per 
acre.   The  actual  number  of  trees  reserved  would  be  determined  on  a  site-specific 
unit  basis. 

E.   Alternatives 

This  SEIS  portrays  and  analyzes  the  potential  impacts  of  an  adjustment  in  timber 
harvest  practice  ratios.   The  adjustment  is  based  on  current  research  and 
state-of-the-art  silvicultural  practices.   The  even-aged  harvest  practices 
described  in  the  proposed  action  of  the  SEIS  are  similar  to  the  proposed  actions 
selected  in  the  Records  of  Decision  for  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath 
Sustained  Yield  Units.   No  change  in  the  allowable  cut  or  land  use  allocations  is 
proposed.   The  change  in  harvest  practice  ratios  would  thus  not  affect  the  basis 
for  the  previous  rejection  of  the  alternatives  considered  in  the  FEISs.   Since 
the  proposed  action  of  the  SEIS  is  not  a  substantial  departure  from  the  TMPs' 
decisions,  it  is  necessary  only  to  compare  this  proposed  action  to  the  proposed 
actions  of  the  FEISs.   The  proposed  actions  and  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
actions  from  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  FEISs  are  summarized  and 
documented  in  Appendix  D. 

F.    Implementation 

1.  Decision 

Following  the  release  of  the  final  SEIS  and  completion  of  the  review  period,  the 
District  Manager  will  review  the  public  comments  on  this  SEIS  and  prepare  a' 
proposed  decision.   The  decision  will  be  made  by  BLM's  Oregon  State  Director. 
Conflicts,  environmental  preferences  and  economic  and  technical  considerations 
may  be  addressed  in  that  decision,  which  is  scheduled  for  public  availability  in 
the  summer  of  1985. 

2.  Monitor ins  and  Studies 

Monitoring  and  research  are  discussed  in  Section  1.7  of  the  Josephine  FEIS  (USDI, 
1978,  pp.  1-35)  and  in  Section  1.4  of  the  Jackson-Klamath  FEIS  (USDI,  1979,  pp 
1-38). 
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3 .   Requirements  for  Further  Environmental  Analysis 

This  document  supplements  the  JSYU  and  J-KSYUs  FEISs  ten-year  timber  management 
plans  in  the  Medford  District.   Interdisciplinary  impact  analysis  would  be  tiered 
within  the  framework  of  these  and  other  applicable  environmental  impact 
statements.   Site  specific  environmental  analysis  and  documentation  concerning 
impacts,  including  cumulative  effects,  would  continue  to  be  considered  for  each 
timber  sale  under  consideration. 

II.   AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  BLM  planning  system  documents  are  the  primary  sources  which  describe  the 
affected  environment  of  the  SEIS  area.   These  planning  documents  include  the  Unit 
Resource  Analyses,  Planning  Area  Analyses,  and  Management  Framework  Plans,  which 
are  available  for  review  in  the  BLM  Medford  District  Office  in  Medford,  Oregon. 
These  documents  were  initially  compiled  during  1977-78.   Information  concerning 
resources  in  the  District  can  be  found  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  for  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  Sustained  Yield  Units.   Reading 
copies  of  these  FEISs  are  available  at  BLM  offices  in  Portland  and  Medford, 
Oregon;  and  Washington  D.C.   Copies  were  also  sent  to  the  following  libraries: 
Portland  State  University,  Portland;  Oregon  State  University,  Corvallis; 
University  of  Oregon,  Eugene;  Southern  Oregon  State  College,  Ashland;  Oregon 
Institute  of  Technology,  Klamath  Falls;  Rogue  Community  College,  Grants  Pass;  and 
the  Coos,  Curry,  Douglas,  Jackson,  Josephine,  and  Klamath  County  libraries. 

The  remainder  of  this  chapter  focuses  on  the  environmental  consequences,  by 
resource,  of  the  change  in  ratio  of  harvest  practices  compared  to  those 
identified  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs.   No  discussion  is  included  for 
resources  not  affected. 

Although  cumulative  impacts  are  not  addressed  in  this  SEIS,  they  are  considered 
to  have  been  adequately  addressed  in  the  FEISs.   (Also  see  Chapter  I,  Section 
F.3.).   Site-specific  timber  sale  environmental  analysis  also  considers 
cumulative  effects. 

A.    Air  Quality 

Of  the  intensive  forestry  practices  used  for  site  preparation,  burning  has  the 
most  significant  impact  on  air  quality.   The  benefits  of  burning  for  slash 
disposal  are:   facilitating  planting  access,  controlling  rodent  habitat,  reducing 
competing  vegetation,  and  reducing  fire  hazard.   For  the  decade,  it  was 
anticipated  that  portions  of  55,000  acres  in  the  Josephine  SYU,  and  56,700  acres 
in  the  Jackson-Klamath  SYUs  would  be  burned  for  slash  disposal.   Table  Four 
(Appendix  B)  shows  the  gross  acres  treated  and  projected  for  site  preparation 
treatments.   Of  39,500  acres  having  site  preparation,  27  percent  was  planned  for 
broadcast  burning  (37  percent  for  JSYU  and  21  percent  for  J-KSYUs),  14  percent 
for  tractor  piling  and  burning  (8  percent  for  JSYU  and  18  percent  for  J-KSYUs), 
and  2.7  percent  for  hand  piling  and  burning  (1  percent  for  JSYU  and  4  percent  for 
J-KSYUs).   The  remaining  56  percent  (54  percent  for  JSYU  and  57  percent  for 
J-KSYUs)  had  no  burning  planned.   For  timber  sales  in  the  remainder  of  the 
decade,  the  BLM  estimates  that  burning  would  occur  on  a  portion  of  about  36,700 
acres  (16,860  for  JSYU  and  19,850  for  J-KSYUs).   Broadcast  burning  would  account 
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for  about  2  7,850  acres  (76  percent)  of  what  is  burned  (16,600  acres  or  98  percent 
for  JSYU  and  11,250  acres  or  57  percent  for  J-KSYUs) ,  while  tractor  piling  and 
burning  would  account  for  about  3,400  acres  (9  percent)  or  less  than  one  percent 
for  JSYU  and  3,400  acres  or  17  percent  for  J-KSYUs.   Hand  piling  and  burning 
would  be  done  on  about  5,400  acres  or  15  percent  (about  300  acres  or  2  percent 
for  JSYU;  and  5,100  acres  or  26  percent  for  J-KSYUs).   It  is  estimated  that  most 
of  the  machine  piling  in  the  J-KSYUs  would  occur  in  the  Klamath  SYU.   (See  Table 
Seven,  Appendix  B.) 

Air  quality  is  mostly  affected  by  the  particulate  matter  emitted  into  the 
atmosphere  through  burning  of  slash.   It  is  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in 
the  FEISs  that  33,700  net  acres  would  be  burned  (10,000  for  JSYU  and  23,700  for 
J-KSYUs)  consuming  31,500  and  75,000  tons  of  fuel  per  year  respectively.   The 
proposed  action  of  the  SEIS  is  expected  to  increase  total  acres  burned  by  one 
percent  (see  Table  Five,  Appendix  B) .   However,  the  increase  is  not  equally 
shared  by  the  SYUs.   Acreage  burned  in  the  JSYU  would  increase  90.4  percent  while 
in  the  J-KSYUs  it  would  decrease  37.1  percent  from  estimates  for  the  proposed 
actions  in  the  FEISs.   Actual  acres  burned  per  year  through  FY84,  compared  to 
that  anticipated  in  the  FEISs,  are  about  as  expected  for  the  JSYU  (98.7  percent), 
while  significantly  lower  (51.3  percent)  for  the  J-KSYUs.   For  the  balance  of  the 
decade,  the  District  expects  yearly  acreage  burned  to  increase  by  33.4  percent; 
incrementally,  however,  the  JSYU  estimate  would  increase  by  182  percent  while  the 
J-KSYUs  would  have  a  decrease  of  29.4  percent. 

Tables  Ten  and  Eleven  (Appendix  B)  show  the  expected  change  in  emissions  for  the 
remainder  of  the  decade  compared  to  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 
Comparison  between  the  JFEIS  and  the  SEIS  proposed  actions  shows  potential  for 
estimated  increases  in  emissions  from  all  sources  (from  1975  levels)  ranging  from 
9.3  percent  to  14.9  percent  for  particulates;  4.7  percent  to  7.5  percent  for 
carbon  monoxide;  and  from  .6  percent  to  1  percent  for  oxides  of  nitrogen. 
Comparisons  between  the  J-KFEIS  and  the  SEIS  proposed  actions  indicate  estimated 
emissions  from  all  sources  would  be  reduced  from  a  high  of  55  percent  to  35 
percent  for  particulates;  56  percent  to  35  percent  for  carbon  monoxide;  and  from 
4  percent  to  2  percent  for  oxides  of  nitrogen. 

The  increase  in  acres  estimated  to  be  burned  and  the  consequential  increase  in 
atmospheric  emissions  would  be  greater  than  the  base  projected  for  the  proposed 
action  in  the  JFEIS.   However,  while  the  acres  to  be  burned  per  year  for  the 
remainder  of  the  decade  would  increase  182  percent  in  the  JSYU,  atmospheric 
emissions  would  not  increase  proportionately.   The  contrasting  difference  between 
the  acreage  burned  and  emissions  anticipated  is  because  the  average  tons/acre  of 
fuel  consumed  would  be  less  than  anticipated  in  the  FEISs.   The  FEISs  predicted 
that  fuel  consumption  would  be  31.6  tons  per  acre.   Fuel  consumption  is  now 
predicted  to  be  18  tons  per  acre  for  JSYU  and  27.9  for  J-KSYUs  (Table  Six, 
Appendix  B) .   The  reduction  in  tonnage  consumed  and  resulting  reduction  in 
emissions  is  due  to  a  variety  of  factors.   Most  important  is  that  the  majority  of 
burning  done  has  shifted  to  broadcast  burning  which  consumes  only  18  tons/acre 
(see  Tables  Seven,  Eight,  and  Mine  in  Appendix  B) .   Additionally,  detailed  fuel 
management  prescriptions  and  burn  plans  are  developed,  inclusive  of  project 
design  features,  for  each  sale  area.   These  features  include  gross  yarding  by 
specific  fuel  sizes;  establishing  prescriptions  for  limiting  burn  intensity; 
burning  for  a  short  duration;  and  generally  burning  when  fuel  moisture  and 
relative  humidity  allow  the  consumption  of  only  small  fuel  sizes.   The  trend 
toward  reducing  fuel  consumption  would  continue  for  the  remainder  of  the  decade. 
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The  Oregon  State  Department  of  Forestry  (OSDF)  through  the  Oregon  Smoke 
Management  Plan  monitors  total  acres  burned,  tons  of  slash  consumed,  wind 
characteristics,  atmospheric  stability  and  distance  of  burn  from  smoke  sensitive 
areas.   The  Smoke  Management  Plan  is  designed  to  keep  smoke  from  entering  smoke 
sensitive  areas.  While  the  District  determines  how,  where,  and  whether  or  not  to 
burn  a  particular  unit,  the  OSDF  determines  when  suitable  burn  days  occur,  and 
maintains  the  authority  for  allowing  burning  on  such  days.   Excluding  Klamath 
County,  which  is  outside  the  Oregon  Smoke  Management  Plan,  no  BLM  planned  burning 
independent  of  Oregon's  Smoke  Management  Plan  is  done  on  the  District.   However, 
burning  in  Klamath  County  would  be  similar  in  that  all  burning  would  be  conducted 
during  periods  of  dispersive  air  movement.   The  close  coordination  between  the 
OSDF  and  the  BLM  further  reduces  the  potential  of  air  quality  impacts  of  slash 
burning  within  the  Rogue  River  Valley  and/or  nearby  Federal  Class  1  areas  such  as 
Crater  Lake  National  Park.   Studies  performed  by  Oregon  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality  on  Crater  Lake  demonstrate  the  effectiveness  of  the  Smoke 
Management  Plan.   Less  than  four  percent  of  the  daylight  hours  were  found  to  have 
visibility  impairment  due  to  man-made  sources.   Similarly,  considering  slash 
burning  associated  with  timber  harvest  from  all  sources  in  Josephine  and  Jackson 
Counties,  smoke  intrusions  from  burn  units  into  populated  areas  have  averaged 
one-half  of  one  percent  for  the  last  four  years.   This  is  significantly  lower 
than  the  statewide  average  of  nine  tenths  of  one  percent  (Oregon  State  Department 
of  Forestry  1981,  1982,  1983,  and  Ziolko  1985). 

In  conclusion,  air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  changes  described  in  the 
SEIS,  for  the  J-KSYUs  are  well  within  the  scope  of  those  identified  for  the 
proposed  action  in  the  FEIS.   The  air  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  for  the  JSYU 
would  be  greater  than  identified  for  the  proposed  action  in  the  JFEIS.   The 
increased  impacts  in  the  JSYU  would  be  mitigated  as  much  as  possible  by 
continuing  to  incorporate  design  features  given  in  the  JFEIS  (Section  1.6.3.2 
Project  Design  Features  and  Section  3.1.2.2  Protection  Practices).   Under  the 
management  guidelines,  burning  would  not  be  done  on  days  when  there  is  no 
atmospheric  mixing  or  movement. 

B.    Soils 

Road  construction,  yarding,  and  burning  for  site  preparation  are  the  management 
activities  associated  with  timber  harvest  that  could  have  a  significant  effect  on 
erosion  and  soil  productivity. 

Road  construction  can  create  more  than  90  percent  of  the  erosion  and 
sedimentation  from  a  logging  operation  (Megahan  1972).   The  road  system  built  for 
timber  harvesting  far  overshadows  logging  or  fire  as  a  cause  of  increased  erosion 
(Rice  et  al.  1972).   The  reduction  in  road  construction  (28  percent  in  the  JSYU 
and  7  percent  in  the  J-KSYUs),  which  in  part  is  due  to  increased  clearcutting, 
would  result  in  a  substantial  reduction  in  erosion  compared  to  that  anticipated 
for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

During  timber  harvesting,  the  amount  of  exposed  bare  soil  subjected  to  erosion 
and  subsequent  loss  in  soil  productivity  is  primarily  dependent  upon  the  yarding 
system  employed  (Dyrness  1965,  1967,  and  1972).   The  percent  of  bare  soil  created 
can  range  from  35.1  percent  with  a  tractor  to  6.0  percent  with  a  balloon  system 
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(Swanston  and  Dymess  1973).   The  amount  of  time  required  for  soil  to  become 
stabilized  is  dependent  upon  such  variables  as  the  climate  of  the  area,  which 
subsequently  influences  the  rate  of  vegetative  establishment.  With  partial 
cutting,  the  period  of  surface  erosion  risk  is  extended  beyond  that  of 
clearcutting  because  the  timber  stand  is  entered  twice  rather  than  once  (EPA 
1976). 

The  estimated  area  to  be  harvested  would  be  reduced  from  55,000  to  46,000  acres 
(16  percent)  in  the  JSYU,  and  from  64,000  to  60,300  (6  percent)  in  the  J-KSYUs. 
This  reduction  in  total  area  to  be  harvested,  combined  with  a  reduction  in 
shelterwood  cutting,  would  result  in  a  reduction  in  the  soil  impacts  caused  by 
yarding  as  compared  to  the  impacts  identified  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the 
FEISs. 

The  soil  impacts  associated  with  burning  for  site  preparation  have  been 
documented  in  several  studies  undertaken  on  typical  Cascade  Mountain  sites  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest.   DeByle  (1976)  found  that  clearcutting  and  subsequent  burning 
of  logging  debris  caused  some  measurable  changes  in  soil  chemistry  and  nutrient 
availability;  however,  the  nutrient  changes  measured  should  not  have  any 
long-term  adverse  effects  on  site  quality.   Results  of  broadcast  burning  (Kraemer 
and  Hermann  1979)  failed  to  show  statistically  significant  differences  between 
properties  of  burned  and  unburned  soils,  suggesting  that  broadcast  burning  does 
not  have  a  lasting  effect  on  chemical  and  physical  properties  of  soils.   Tarrant 
(1956)  found  no  differences  in  seedling  growth  on  burned  and  unburned  soils. 
Mersereau  and  Dyrness  (1972)  noted  that  most  soils  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  are, 
generally,  strongly  aggregated  because  of  favorable  climate  and  the  preponderance 
of  basic  igneous  parent  material  (rock).   Surface  erosion,  even  on  steep  slopes, 
is  quickly  controlled  by  invading  annual  vegetation.   Post  burn  evaluations  of 
several  units  in  the  District  indicate  less  than  ten  percent  of  the  acreage 
analyzed  had  been  severely  burned.   These  results  have  been  achieved  in  an  area 
that  has  site  conditions  conducive  to  intense  burning.   Intense  burns  can  cause 
accelerated  erosion  leading  to  soil  productivity  losses.   To  protect  against 
potential  damage  to  the  soils  resource,  the  BLM  has  identified  fragile  soils 
where  cool  burns  are  recommended.   (See  the  Medford  District's  programmatic  EA  on 
burning,  OR110-9-62.)   In  addition,  burn  plans  are  written  for  each  unit  which 
identify  such  variables  as  soil  type,  fuel  loading,  slope  steepness,  and  ignition 
requirements  necessary  to  protect  the  soil  from  intense  burns. 

Burning  for  site  preparation  would  be  increased  by  90.4  percent  from  10,000  to 
19,039  acres  in  the  JSYU  and  decreased  by  37.1  percent  from  23,700  to  14,917 
acres  in  the  J-KSYUs.   Overall,  there  would  be  a  one  percent  increase  in  burning 
on  the  District.   In  the  FEISs,  an  estimated  31.6  tons  of  fuel  per  acre  were 
projected  for  consumption  due  to  broadcast  burning.   However,  field  measurements 
since  publication  of  the  FEISs  have  shown  that  actual  fuel  consumption  averaged 
18  tons/acre  in  the  JSYU  and  27.9  tons/acre  in  the  J-KSYUs.   This  reduction  in 
fuel  consumption  reduces  the  intensity  of  prescribed  burns  and  the  possibility  of 
adverse  effects  on  the  soil  resource.   The  reduction  in  burn  intensity, 
therefore,  would  result  in  a  reduction  in  the  soil  impacts  caused  by  burning  as 
compared  to  the  impacts  identified  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 


14 


In  conclusion,  the  reduced  level  of  road  construction  along  with  an  increase  in 
clearcutting  and  an  associated  reduction  in  shelterwood  would  result  in  a 
reduction  in  erosion  from  that  analyzed  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 
Soil  erosion  and  productivity  losses  caused  by  an  increase  in  acres  to  be  burned 
in  the  JSYU  would  be  offset  by  a  reduction  in  burn  intensity  resulting  from  less 
fuel  consumed  per  acre.   The  overall  soil  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  would  be 
less  than  those  identified  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

C.   Water  Resources 

1.   Water  Quantity 

Forest  management  activities  such  as  road  building  and  timber  harvest  can  affect 
annual  water  yields  and  seasonal  streamflow  characteristics  (peak  and  low 
flows).   Watershed  research  studies  in  western  Oregon  have  evaluated  the  effects 
of  timber  harvesting  activities  on  streamflow.   (See  Harr  1979  for  a  summary  of 
these  studies.)   The  watershed  study  areas  were  small  headwater  drainages  (124  to 
749  acres)  in  the  Cascades  and  Coast  Range  which  received  different  treatments 
including  shelterwood  harvests  (removal  of  50  to  60  percent  of  the  basal  area), 
patch  clearcuts  covering  25  to  30  percent  of  the  watershed,  and  extensive 
clearcuts  covering  100  percent  of  the  watershed.   There  were  also  differences  in 
the  amount  of  road  building  and  method  of  harvest  (tractor  or  cable)  for  each 
study  area  analyzed. 

Increases  in  annual  streamflow  result  from  the  removal  of  forest  vegetation  which 
reduces  interception  and  transpiration  allowing  more  water  to  enter  the  soil  and 
move  downslope  to  stream  channels.   As  the  site  revegetates,  such  increases  in 
annual  streamflow  decrease  as  both  interception  and  transpiration  increase.   The 
watershed  studies  showed  that  watersheds  with  the  most  extensive  clearcutting 
resulted  in  the  highest  average  annual  percentage  increases.   The  range  in  such 
increases  was  as  follows:   shelterwood  harvests  ranged  from  8  to  22  percent  (Harr 
1979  and  Harr  et  al .  1982),  patch  clearcut  harvests  ranged  from  5  to  24  percent 
(Harr  1976a),  and  extensive  clearcut  harvests  ranged  from  30  to  43  percent  (Harr 
et  al.  1982  and  Harr  1979). 

The  values  used  for  average  increases  of  annual  water  yield  per  acre  harvested  in 
the  FEISs  were  25  percent  for  shelterwood  (30  to  60  percent  of  basal  area 
removed)  and  40  percent  for  clearcuts.   The  clearcuts  defined  in  the  FEISs  are 
comparable  to  the  patch  clearcuts  analyzed  in  the  watershed  studies  rather  than 
extensive  clearcuts  which  harvest  an  entire  watershed.   The  percentage  figures  of 
25  and  40  percent  are  on  the  high  end  of  the  range  for  annual  streamflow 
increases  determined  in  the  western  Oregon  watershed  studies.   Smaller  increases 
in  post-harvest  annual  yields  would  be  expected  in  southwestern  Oregon,  where 
less  water  is  available  for  plant  growth  and  vegetation  is  less  dense  than  in  the 
Coastal  and  Cascade  ranges.   Consequently,  actual  experiences  should  result  in  a 
much  smaller  increase  in  annual  streamflows  than  were  calculated  for  analytical 
purposes  in  the  FEISs.   Thus,  actual  experience  should  result  in  a  much  smaller 
increase  in  annual  streamflows  than  were  calculated  for  analytical  purposes  in 
the  FEISs. 

For  comparison  purposes,  the  same  figures  were  used  to  calculate  average  annual 
water  yields  for  the  clearcuts  and  roads  under  the  change  in  ratio  of  harvest 
practices  as  those  used  in  the  FEISs.   The  figure  used  to  calculate  average 
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annual  water  yields  for  shelterwoods  under  the  change  in  ratio  of  harvest 
practices  was  adjusted  to  account  for  the  increase  in  number  of  trees  to  be 
removed  per  acre.   The  percent  increase  per  acre  for  annual  streamflows  under 
this  shelterwood  harvest  was  estimated  by  linear  interpolation  between  the  25 
percent  increase  for  the  shelterwood  system  described  in  the  FEISs  and  the  40 
percent  increase  for  clearcuts  to  arrive  at  a  figure  of  33  percent  average 
increase  in  annual  water  yield  per  acre.   Once  again,  this  value  is  probably  on 
the  high  side,  and  actual  increases  in  annual  water  yield  would  be  less.   See 
Tables  Twelve  and  Thirteen  (Appendix  B)  for  a  comparison  of  the  estimated 
streamflows  between  the  FEISs  and  this  SEIS. 

The  increases  in  water  yield  resulting  from  the  change  in  ratio  of  harvest 
practices  in  the  JSYU  and  J-KSYUs  would  be  slightly  greater  than  those  estimated 
for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs  over  the  ten-year  period.   The  clearcut  and 
shelterwood  treatment  outlined  in  the  JFEIS  would  result  in  an  estimated  1.0 
percent  increase  in  water  yield  for  the  JSYU  over  the  ten-year  period.   The 
change  in  ratio  of  harvest  practices  identified  in  this  FSEIS  would  result  in  an 
estimated  1.2  percent  increase  in  water  yield  for  the  JSYU  over  the  ten-year 
period.   In  the  J-KSYUs,  the  clearcut  and  shelterwood  treatment  outlined  in  the 
J-KFEIS  would  result  in  an  estimated  0.4  percent  increase  in  water  yield  over  the 
ten-year  period.   The  change  in  ratio  of  harvest  practices  identified  in  the 
FSEIS  would  result  in  an  estimated  0.5  percent  increase  in  water  yield  for  the 
J-KSYUs  over  the  ten-year  period.   Over  a  ten-year  period,  these  increases  in 
water  yield  for  the  JSYU  and  J-KSYUs  (0.2  and  0.1  respectively)  would  be 
extremely  small  and  undetectable  when  combined  with  flows  from  unlogged  areas  and 
areas  which  have  recovered  hydrologically  from  harvesting. 

The  increases  in  water  yield  that  have  been  discussed  up  to  this  point  are 
increases  in  average  annual  water  yields.   This  represents  the  total  increase  in 
streamflow  over  a  one-year  period  and  does  not  reflect  seasonal  increases. 

Seasonal  streamflow  (peak  flow  and  low  flow)  is  often  of  more  concern  than  annual 
flow.   In  western  Oregon  the  relationship  is  not  consistent  between  increases  in 
annual  water  yield  and  increases  in  peak  flow  after  timber  harvesting  activities 
(Harr  1976a) .   Increases  in  average  peak  flows  have  been  observed  after  removal 
of  forest  vegetation  with  the  greatest  increases  being  noted  for  fall  peak 
flows.   Timber  removal  has  little  effect  on  the  size  of  major  peak  flows  which 
are  the  primary  contributors  to  channel  erosion  and  increased  sedimentation 
(Rothacher  1973).   These  major  peak  flows  are  wet-mantle  floods  caused  by  such 
great  amounts  of  precipitation  that  differences  in  soil  moisture  content  and 
interception  between  cut  and  uncut  areas  become  insignificant.   Thus,  cut  and 
uncut  areas  should  have  nearly  the  same  hydrologic  response  during  major  peak 
flows  (Harr  1976a) . 

A  watershed  study  which  evaluated  changes  in  average  peak  flows  resulting  from 
shelterwood  harvest,  patch  clearcutting,  and  clearcutting  showed  the  greatest 
increase  in  average  peak  flows  resulting  from  the  shelterwood  harvest  (Harr  et 
al.  1979).   The  shelterwood  unit  was  logged  with  tractors,  and  a  large  portion  of 
the  watershed  was  severely  compacted.   Increases  in  size  of  peak  flow  appear  to 
be  related  to  the  amount  of  watershed  area  where  soils  were  compacted.   The 
relationship  between  peak  flow  and  soil  compaction  is  complex  with  many  factors 
involved.   All  areas  of  compacted  soil  do  not  contribute  toward  increased  runoff 
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to  the  same  degree.   Factors  such  as  proximity  of  compacted  areas  to  streams, 
continuity  of  compacted  areas  such  that  overland  flow  can  reach  streams, 
interception  of  subsurface  water  by  road  cuts  and  ditches,  and  soil  and 
physiographic  characteristics  are  involved  in  the  affects  of  soil  compaction  on 
peak  flows  (Harr  1979).   In  conclusion,  the  yarding  method  employed  has  more 
affect  on  average  peak  flows  than  the  harvest  practice  (clearcut  or  shelterwood) . 

Removal  of  forest  vegetation  has  resulted  in  large  relative  increases  in  minimum 
flows  during  the  summer  (Harr  1976b) .  The  summer  low  flow  increase  has  been  most 
notable  in  watersheds  that  were  clearcut  100  percent.  No  significant  changes 
were  detected  on  watersheds  which  contained  shelterwoods  or  patch  ciearcuts  (Harr 
1976a) .   Increases  in  minimum  flows  are  relatively  short-lived  as  regrowth  of 
vegetation  occurs. 

In  summary,  the  water  yield  estimates  resulting  from  the  change  in  ratio  of 
harvest  practices  in  the  JSYU  and  J-KSYUs  would  be  slightly  greater  (0.2  and  0.1 
percent  respectively)  than  those  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs 
over  the  ten- year  period.   These  increases  in  water  yields  for  the  JSYU  and 
J-KSYUs  would  be  extremely  small  and  undetectable  when  combined  with  flows  from 
unlogged  areas  and  areas  which  have  recovered  hydrologically  from  harvesting. 
The  change  in  ratio  of  harvest  practices  would  not  be  expected  to  have  any  effect 
on  peak  flows  or  low  flows  in  either  the  JSYU  or  J-KSYUs. 

2.   Mater  Quality 

The  water  quality  components  most  likely  to  be  affected  by  forest  management  are 
suspended  sediment  and  stream  temperature. 

The  forest  management  activities  which  have  the  greatest  impact  on  sedimentation 
in  streams  are  road  construction  and  yarding.  Research  has  demonstrated  that 
road  construction  is  without  a  doubt  the  main  cause  of  water  quality  degradation 
in  forested  areas  (Packer  1966).   The  estimated  reduced  level  of  road 
construction  would  result  in  an  estimated  28  percent  reduction  of  the  sediment 
yield  predicted  for  the  proposed  action  in  the  JFEIS.   The  estimated  reduced 
level  of  road  construction  would  reduce  the  sediment  yield  predicted  for  the 
proposed  action  in  the  J-KFEIS  by  an  estimated  seven  percent  (Tables  Fourteen  and 
Fifteen,  Appendix  B) . 

Felling  trees  usually  does  not  produce  an  increase  in  suspended  sediment 
concentration.  A  study  conducted  on  the  Oregon  coast  showed  that  clearcutting 
alone  did  not  result  in  significant  increases  in  stream  sedimentation  at  any  time 
(Fredriksen  1971) .   It  is  the  yarding  of  logs  to  the  landing  which  can  cause  soil 
disturbance  and  consequent  erosion.   The  FEISs  provide  estimates  for  increases  in 
sediment  yield  based  upon  the  amount  of  soil  disturbance  that  would  occur  as  a 
result  of  the  yarding  method  employed.   The  change  in  ratio  of  harvest  practices 
would  not  affect  the  type  of  yarding  system  used.   The  ratio  of  yarding  systems 
employed  for  a  timber  harvest  is  dependent  upon  multiple  resource  considerations 
(e.g.,  soils,  hydrology,  silviculture)  rather  than  whether  a  clearcut  or 
shelterwood  treatment  is  prescribed.   Therefore,  assuming  the  same  ratio  of 
yarding  systems ,  the  decrease  in  acres  to  be  harvested  would  correspond  to  a 
similar  decrease  in  the  area  disturbed  by  yarding  equipment  and  hence  a  reduction 
in  the  sediment  yield.   The  16  percent  decrease  in  acres  harvested  in  the  JSYU 
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under  the  change  in  ratio  of  harvest  practices  would  result  in  an  estimated  16 
percent  reduction  in  the  sediment  yield  predicted  for  the  proposed  action  in  the 
JFEIS.   Likewise,  in  the  J-KSYUs  the  six  percent  decrease  in  acres  harvested 
under  the  change  in  ratio  of  harvest  practices  would  result  in  an  estimated  six 
percent  reduction  in  the  sediment  yield  predicted  for  the  proposed  action  in  the 
J-KFEIS . 

The  removal  of  stream-side  vegetation  during  logging  operations  exposes  the 
surface  waters  to  increased  sunlight  which  can  lead  to  higher  water 
temperatures.   Maintenance  of  stream-side  vegetation  is  accomplished  through 
no-cut  conifer  bufferstrips  adjacent  to  fish-bearing  streams  and  reservation  of 
all  non-merchantable  vegetation  whenever  practical  along  non-fishery  streams. 
Stream-side  vegetation  is  given  additional  protection  by  requiring  the  full 
suspension  of  logs  yarded  across  stream  channels  and  by  felling  timber  away  from 
all  stream  channels.  These  stream-side  protection  measures  would  continue  to 
apply  equally  to  clearcut  and  shelterwood  treatments,  and  therefore  the  impacts 
to  stream  temperatures  are  expected  to  be  the  same  under  the  change  in  ratio  of 
harvest  practices  as  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

In  summary,  the  reduced  levels  of  road  construction  and  acres  harvested  would 
result  in  a  decrease  of  total  sediment  yield  as  compared  to  the  estimated 
sediment  yield  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs.   Also,  no  change  in  impacts 
to  maximum  summer  stream  temperatures  would  be  expected  to  result  from  the  change 
in  ratio  of  harvest  practices. 

D.   Vegetation 

Regardless  of  the  harvest  practices  and  site  preparation  strategy  used,  the 
primary  impact  of  timber  harvest  and  reforestation  activities  on  forest 
vegetation  is  the  change  in  structure  of  the  vegetative  community.   Depending  on 
the  degree  of  disturbance,  changes  in  the  frequency  of  occurrence  of  individual 
community  members  take  place.   Even-aged  intensive  forestry  practices,  such  as 
clearcut  and  shelterwood  harvest,  favor  the  development  of  early  successional 
herbaceous  and  shrub  communities.   The  change  in  the  ratio  of  harvest  practices 
would  cause  little  change  in  vegetation  structure  or  composition  from  that 
expected  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs.   whether  or  not  a  regeneration 
cut  (as  described  in  the  FEISs  and  glossary)  or  a  clearcut  is  employed,  the 
harvest  would  be  followed  by  site  preparation  and  artificial  regeneration. 
Additionally,  the  remaining  overstory  trees  of  a  shelterwood  would  be  removed 
three  to  five  years  after  planting.   Intensive  forestry  practices  employed 
subsequent  to  the  overstory  removal  would  be  similar  to  those  given  clearcut 
units  of  the  same  age.   District  activities  to  control  competing  vegetation  on 
harvested  lands  would  be  reduced  as  less  total  acres  (11  percent)  would  be 
harvested.   Mitigation  measures  described  in  the  FEISs  and  adopted  in  the  RODs 
would  adequately  protect  species  listed,  or  under  review  for  listing  as 
threatened  or  endangered.   In  summary,  the  change  in  ratio  of  harvest  practices 
would  result  in  vegetation  impacts  which  are  less  than  those  estimated  for  the 
proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 


18 


E.   Animals 

Edgerton  (1972)  reported  that  deer  and  elk  use  in  areas  that  have  had  shelterwood 
harvest  is  lower  than  use  in  either  clearcuts  or  unharwested  areas.   This  seems 
to  be  due  to  the  loss  of  required  cover  and  failure  to  provide  a  greatly 
increased  food  supply. 

Food  supplies  for  grazers  and  browsers  are  more  readily  available  in  the  early 
successional  stages  as  compared  with  other  successional  stages.   Deer  and  elk  use 
would  increase  and  peak  six  to  eight  years  following  clearcutting  (Harper  1969; 
Crouch  1974).   This  would  benefit  deer  and  elk  over  both  the  short  and  long  term. 

Reduction  in  the  number  of  leave  trees  per  acre  would  have  a  minimal  impact  on 
non-game  wildlife.  Under  the  two-stage  shelterwood  system,  canopy  closures  would 
be  less  than  the  80  percent  required  to  provide  the  qualities  inherent  in  optimum 
old  growth  habitat  or  thermal  cover.  After  the  regeneration  cut  (first  entry  of 
two-stage  shelterwood) ,  there  would  be  a  reduction  of  up  to  50  percent  in  forage 
and  nesting  habitat  for  those  species  (e.g.,  hermit  warbler,  red  crossbill,  and 
brown  creeper)  which  utilize  the  forest  canopy.   Three  to  five  years  later,  the 
overstory  (second  entry  of  two-stage  shelterwood)  would  be  removed,  and  the 
habitat  for  these  species  would  be  gone. 

Under  the  two-stage  shelterwood  system,  species  (e.g.,  western  tanager  and 
olive-sided  flycatcher)  which  utilize  open  shelterwood  forest  would  be  displaced 
within  three  to  five  years  after  the  regeneration  cut  when  overstory  removal 
occurs .  Under  the  proposed  action  of  this  SEIS ,  this  displacement  would  occur 
immediately  when  clearcut.   The  majority  of  these  shelterwood  areas  would  receive 
an  overstory  removal  during  the  decade.   Consequently,  the  impact  on  these 
species  would  be  essentially  the  same  under  either  ratio  of  harvest  practices. 

Non-game  wildlife  would  be  affected  less  under  the  proposed  action  since  12,700 
fewer  acres  would  be  harvested  on  the  District  for  the  decade. 

Measures  to  mitigate  or  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  to  cavity-dependent 
wildlife  species  are  part  of  the  MFPs  and  would  continue  under  the  change  in 
harvest  ratios.   These  measures  call  for  the  management  of  habitat  to  maintain 
viable  populations  of  primary  cavity  nesters  (e.g.,  pileated  woodpecker,  common 
flicker,  hairy  woodpecker,  and  downy  woodpecker)  as  well  as  those  species  (e.g., 
amphibians  and  small  mammals)  utilizing  dead  and  down  material. 

The  estimated  reduction  of  165  miles  of  road  construction  would  restrict  human 
contact  and  disturbance  of  wildlife  which  would  maintain  greater  habitat 
effectiveness  (see  Glossary,  Appendix  C)  than  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 
This  would  result  in  less  long  term  impacts  on  all  wildlife  species  when  compared 
with  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs,  especially  for  the  JSYU. 

On  the  District,  there  would  be  a  one  percent  total  increase  in  burning,  from 
33,700  to  33,956  acres.   This  increase,  however,  is  not  equally  shared  by  the 
SYUs  on  the  District.   The  JSYU  burn  acreage  would  increase  approximately  90 
percent  while  the  J-KSYUs  burn  acreage  would  decrease  by  approximately  37  percent 
during  the  decade.  Burning  increases  the  quality  of  forage  by  recycling  nutrients 
to  the  soil,  benefiting  species  (e.g.,  deer,  elk,  white-footed  deermice, 
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rufous-sided  towhees ,  California  ground  squirrels,  mountain  quail,  rabbits,  and 
pocket  gophers)  using  early  serai  stages  of  the  conifer  forest.   Many  of  the 
smaller  species  are  prey  for  hawks,  owls,  weasels,  and  other  predators. 

The  change  in  the  ratio  of  harvest  practices  would  reduce  the  total  number  of 
acres  impacted  from  harvest  by  12,700  acres  during  the  decade  (9,000  acres  in 
JSYU  and  3,700  in  J-KSYUs) .   These  acres  would  be  available  as  old  growth  and 
mature  forest  habitat  through  the  current  decadal  cycle,  benefiting  wildlife 
species  that  find  optimum  habitat  in  old  growth  forests. 

In  conclusion,  there  would  be  no  significant  difference  in  impacts  to  non-game 
wildlife  by  increasing  the  acreage  of  clearcuts  and  reducing  the  acreage  in 
shelterwood  harvest  systems.   In  three  to  five  years  after  initial  harvest,  the 
future  forest  structure  would  be  essentially  the  same  under  either  harvesting 
ratio.   With  clearcutting  there  would  be  fewer  entries  and  less  total  acreage  cut 
to  obtain  the  same  volume,  hence  less  new  road  construction  and  less  human 
disturbance.   The  impacts  on  big  game  and  old  growth  forest  associated  species 
would  be  less  than  those  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

F.  Fish 

Management  activities  associated  with  timber  harvest  that  can  have  a  significant 
effect  on  the  quality  of  habitat  for  resident  and  anadromous  fish  are  timber 
felling  and  yarding  (especially  near  streams)  and  road  construction  and 
maintenance.  These  activities  can  increase  water  temperatures  beyond  critical 
upper  limits  (Moring  1975) ,  lower  stream  productivity  and  reduce  potential  for 
habitat  recovery  following  logging  (Koski  et  al.  1984,  Ghamberlin  1982,  Swanson 
et  al.  1976,  and  Bustard  and  Narver  1975),  increase  peak  flows  (Chamberlin  1982; 
Harr  1976a) ,  increase  minimum  flow  during  summer  (Harr  1976b) ,  reduce  dissolved 
oxygen  levels  (Ponce  1974),  and  cause  accelerated  deposition  of  sediment  into 
streams  from  road  and  streambank  erosion  (Gibbons  and  Salo  1973,  Cedarholm  et  al. 
1981). 

Measures  to  mitigate  or  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  to  fishery  and 
non-fishery  streams  are  part  of  the  management  framework  plans  (MFPs)  and  have 
been  discussed  in  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources). 

Based  on  analysis  of  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  on  soils  and  water  resources 
(Chapter  II,  Sections  B.  and  C),  it  is  concluded  that  adverse  effects  on  aquatic 
habitat  and  fish  production  would  be  less  than  were  estimated  for  the  proposed 
actions  in  the  FEISs.   Situations  that  support  this  conclusion  include  fewer 
miles  of  roads  as  well  as  fewer  landings  and  yarding  routes  that  would  be  subject 
to  soil  erosion.   In  addition,  streambanks  and  riparian  vegetation  on  non-fishery 
streams  would  be  disrupted  once  (clearcut)  rather  than  twice  (shelterwood). 

G.  Recreation 

Impacts  on  recreational  resources  caused  by  changes  in  the  ratio  of  timber 
harvest  practices  and  the  estimated  reduction  in  road  construction  would  be  both 
beneficial  and  adverse. 
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The  shift  to  increasing  the  acreage  to  be  clearcut  (28,800  acres  in  the  JSYU  and 
17,500  acres  in  the  J-KSYUs)  would  increase  recreational  opportunities  for 
viewing  wildlife,  would  improve  hunting  success,  and  would  improve  opportunities 
for  collecting  wild  fruits  and  herbs  in  the  forest  openings  created.   By  reducing 
the  total  harvest  acreage  by  12,700  acres  (9,000  acres  for  JSYU  and  3,700  acres 
for  J-KSYU) ,  there  would  be  greater  opportunities  for  undeveloped  primitive 
recreational  experiences  in  those  areas.   In  addition,  this  reduction  would  also 
enhance  the  experiences  of  some  sightseers  as  less  landscape  being  viewed  would 
be  disturbed  by  timber  harvest  and  road  construction. 

However,  the  proposed  changes  in  ratio  of  harvest  practices  and  the  estimated 
reduction  in  road  construction  would  provide  less  access  to  recreation  resources 
for  those  preferring,  or  dependent  upon,  vehicular  transportation. 

In  summary,  based  on  the  fact  that  less  forest  land  (9,000  acres  for  JSYU  and 
3,700  acres  for  J-KSYU)  would  be  subject  to  timber  harvest,  and  165  miles  (140 
miles  JSYU  and  25  miles  for  J-KSYU)  less  roads  (see  Table  Two,  Appendix  B)  would 
be  built  during  this  decade,  it  is  concluded  that  recreational  resources  would  be 
impacted  less  by  the  change  in  the  ratio  of  harvest  practices  than  estimated  for 
the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

H.   Cultural  Resources 

Less  surface  disturbance  related  to  the  reduction  in  total  harvest  acreage  (16 
percent  in  JSYU,  6  percent  in  J-KSYU)  would  reduce  the  potential  that 
unidentified  cultural  resource  sites  would  be  disturbed.  The  change  in  ratio  of 
harvest  practices  and  amount  of  road  construction  would  result  in  less  impact  on 
cultural  resources  than  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

I.   Visual  Resources 

The  proposed  changes  in  ratio  of  timber  harvest  practices  and  the  estimated 
reduction  in  road  construction  would  result  in  both  beneficial  and  adverse 
impacts  to  visual  resources. 

Because  of  the  reduction  in  total  harvest  acreage  (9,000  acres  for  JSYU  and  3,700 
acres  for  J-KSYUs)  and  road  construction  (140  miles  for  JSYU  and  25  miles  for 
J-KSYU)  (see  Table  Two,  Appendix  B) ,  less  of  the  characteristic  landscape  would 
be  visibly  disturbed  than  was  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

However,  greater  adverse  impacts  are  expected  to  occur  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  changes  to  increase  clearcut  and  de  facto  clearcut  harvest  acreage  from 
9,000  acres  to  55,300  acres,  and  to  reduce  shelterwood  harvest  from  110,000  to 
51,000  acres.   Clearcutting  introduces  an  immediate  change  in  the  forest  canopy 
having  a  high  visual  contrast  in  introduced  timber  harvest  unit  form  and 
vegetative  texture  with  adjacent  forest  cover.  An  initial  entry  shelterwood  cut 
in  comparison  would  leave  a  residual  stand  of  old  growth  trees  (8-12  trees/acre) 
for  approximately  three  to  five  years  before  the  final  overstory  removal. 
Although  the  overstory  trees  would  be  removed,  the  visual  contrast  of  this 
harvest  practice  would  provide  a  more  gradual  change  or  transition  in  forest 
canopy  than  a  clearcut. 
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The  shift  in  initial  entry  shelterwood  harvest  from  removal  of  30  to  60  percent 
basal  area  to  leaving  approximately  8  to  12  trees  per  acre  would  increase  impacts 
on  visual  resources  by  creating  higher  visual  contrast  in  vegetative  texture 
which  would  be  more  evident  to  the  casual  observer  than  was  estimated  for  the 
proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

Since  there  would  be  less  acreage  disturbed  by  timber  harvest  and  road 
construction,  and  considering  that  the  visual  impacts  of  a  clearcut  and  a 
two-stage  shelterwood  are  comparable  following  final  overstory  removal  (see 
FEISs,  Chapter  3),  it  is  concluded  that  there  would  be  less  impact  on  visual 
resources  than  was  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs.   However,  a 
greater  short-term  impact  would  occur  in  those  areas  where  clearcutting  rather 
than  shelterwood  harvest  would  take  place. 

J.    Special  Management  Areas 

The  change  in  harvest  practices  would  not  introduce  any  new  or  greater  impacts  to 
special  areas  (e.g.,  Research  Natural  Areas,  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  Wilderness 
Study  Areas)  than  those  estimated  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FEISs. 

III.  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 

A .    Consultation  and  Goojrdingxion  on  DSEIS 

The  Medford  District's  draft  SEIS  was  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  and  released  to  the  public  October  of  1984  and  open  to  comment  until 
December  21,  1984.   Copies  of  the  draft  SEIS  were  also  distributed  to  several 
federal  agencies,  state  and  local  governments,  libraries,  special  interest 
groups/organizations,  and  individuals  (see  Chapter  III,  Section  C).   Also,  copies 
of  the  DSEIS  were  available  for  review  at  the  Medford  District  BLM  office,  the 
Oregon  State  BLM  office  in  Portland,  and  the  BLM  office  in  Washington,  D.C. 

A  public  hearing  on  the  draft  was  held  November  13,  1984,  in  Medford,  Oregon. 
Forty-two  people  attended  this  meeting,  twenty  of  which  gave  oral  presentations. 
A  draft  transcript  of  the  notes  of  this  public  meeting  were  distributed  to  the 
meeting's  participants.   Issues  identified  at  this  meeting  are  considered  to  be 
adequately  addressed  in  this  SEIS. 

A  total  of  80  letters  were  received  through  December  of  1984  in  response  to  the 
draft  SEIS.   These  letters  were  numbered  in  the  order  received  and  listed 
accordingly  in  Chapter  III,  Section  D.  (Letters).   Additional  consultation  and 
coordination  also  occurred  through  telephone  contact  with  several  commenters, 
federal  and  state  agencies,  and  local  governments. 

Comments  that  presented  new  data,  questioned  facts  on  the  adequacy  of  the 
analysis,  or  raised  questions  or  issues  directly  relative  to  the  DSEIS  were 
identified  as  issues,  numbered  and  barred.   These  barred  comments  (issues)  and 
BLM  responses  are  listed  in  Chapter  III,  Sections  D.  (Letters)  and  E.1.-E.2. 
(Responses) . 
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B.   LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


While  individuals  have  primary  responsibility  for  preparing  sections  of  an  EIS,  the  document  is  an  interdiscipli- 
nary team  effort.  In  addition,  internal  review  of  the  document  occurs  throughout  preparation.  Specialists  at  both 
the  District  and  State  Office  levels  of  the  BLM  review  the  analysis  and  supply  information.  Contributions  by 
individual  preparers  may  be  subject  to  revision  by  other  BLM  specialists  and  by  management  during  the  internal 
review  process. 


Name 


Albert  Abee 


Robert  Bessey 


Dick  Bonn 


Lewis  Brush 


Primary  Responsibility 

Air  Quality,  Vegetation, 
Silviculture,  Description 
of  Action 


Fisheries 

Wildlife,  Threatened  and 
Endangered  Animal  Species 

Socio-economics 


Discipline 

Silviculture/ 
Ecology 


Fishery  Biology 


Biologist 


Logging  Special- 
ist/Economist 


Related  Professional  Experience 

1  year,  U.S.  Forest  Service  (Forester) 

2  years,  ACTION  (Ecologist) 

1  year,  Asia  Development  Bank.  (Ecologist) 
1-1/2  years,  Forest  Service  (Research 
Forester) 

3  years,  BIA  (Range  Conservationist) 

4  years,  BLM  (Forest  Silviculturist/ 
Ecologist) 

4  years,  Texas  Instruments,  Inc.  (Fishery 

Biologist) 
8  years,  BLM  (Fishery  Biologist) 

12  years,  SCS  (Biologist,  Soil 
Conservationist) 
6  years,  BLM  (Environmental  Specialist, 
Wildlife  Biologist) 

15  years,  U.S.  Forest  Service  (Logging 

Specialist,  Forester) 
7  years,  BLM  (Logging  Specialist/Economist) 


Kathy  Helm 
Paul  Kangas 


Editorial  Assistance 
Chief,  Branch  of  Forestry 


Technical  Writing   7  years,  BLM  (Writer/Editor) 

Forestry  22  years,  BLM  (Forester,  Environmental 

Specialist) 


Name 


Primary  Responsibility 


Discipline 


Related  Professional  Experience 


ro 


Al  Larson 

Laurie  Lindell 
Robert  Marlow 

Ron  Russell 

Joan  Seevers 
Steven  Shade 


Dave  Taylor 
Roger  VanBuskirk 


Mike  Walker 


Environmental  Planning 
Coordinator 


Water  Resources 
Description  of  the  Action 


Planning  and 

Environmental 

Coordination 

Hydrology 

Inventory 
Specialist 


Recreation,  Cultural  Resources,   Recreation/ 
Visual  Resources,  Special  Areas  Landscape 

Architecture 


Threatened  and  Endangered 
Plant  Species 

Soils 


General 
Air  Quality 


Team  Leader 


Botany 


Soil  Science 


29  years,  BLM  (Forester,  Area  Manager) 
5  years,  BLM  (Planning  Coordinator, 
Environmental  Coordinator) 

4  years,  BLM  (Hydrologist) 

14  years,  BLM  (Forester) 


3  years,  U.S.  Forest  Service  (Landscape 
Architect) 
18  years,  BLM  (Landscape  Architect) 

6  years,  BLM  (Biological  Tecnnician, 
Botanist) 

3  years,  U.S.  Forest  Service  (Soil 

Scientist) 
2  years,  Jackson  County,  Oregon  (Soil 

Scientist) 
3-1/2  years,  Soil  Conservation  Service 

(Soil  Scientist; 
9  years,  BLM  (Soil  Scientist) 


Natural  Resources   24  years,  BLM  (Forester) 


Fuels  Management 
Specialist 


Planning  and 

Environmental 

Coordination 


14  years,  (General  Fire) 
8  years,  Fuels  Management,  U.S.  Forest 

Service 
6  years,  BLM  (Fuels  Management  Specialist) 

2  years,  Josephine  County,  Oregon  (Planner) 
9  years,  BLM  (Community  Planner, 

Environmental  Specialist,  Writer/Editor) 


G.   ARencies,  Organizations .  and  Persons  to  Whom  Copies  of  the  SETS  Are  Sent 

Review  and  comments  on  the  draft  SEIS  were  requested  from  the  following  agencies 
and  interest  groups . 

Federal  ARencies 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Forest  Service* 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
Department  of  Commerce 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 
Department  of  Defense 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Department  of  Energy 

Region  X 
Department  of  the  Interior 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Geological  Survey 

National  Park  Service 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Small  Business  Administration 
Environmental  Protection  Agency* 

State  and  Local  Government 

Oregon  State  Clearinghouse* 

The  Oregon  Project  Review  acknowledgment  (OR  841031-041-4)  indicated  that  the 

draft  was  sent  to  the  following  State  departments: 

Soil  and  Water 

Governor's  Office 

DEQ* 

Energy 

Fish  and  Wildlife* 

Forestry 

Geology 

LCDC 

Water  Resources 

State  Historical  Preservation  Officer* 

Oregon  Regional  Clearinghouses 

Coos-Curry  Council  of  Governments 

Klamath-Lakes  Planning  Coordinating  Council 

Umpqua  Regional  Council  of  Governments 
Coos,  Curry,  Douglas,  Jackson*,  Josephine  and  Klamath  County  Planning  Commissions 

Interest  Groups 

American  Fisheries  Society 

American  Forest  Institute 

Applegate  Citizens  Opposed  to  Toxic  Sprays 
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Associated  Oregon  Industries 

Association  of  O&C  Counties* 

Audobon  Society* 

Cascade  Holistic  Economic  Consultants 

Deer  Creek  Valley  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Association* 

Federation  to  Protect  the  Williams  Valley  Watershed 

Foots  Creek  Residents 

Friends  of  the  Earth 

Headwaters* 

Industrial  Forestry  Association* 

Illinois  Valley  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  District* 

Izaak  Walton  League 

Josephine  Environmental  Matters 

League  of  Women  Voters 

Native  Plant  Society 

Native  Plant  Society  of  Oregon,  Threatened  and  Endangered  Comm. 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 

Nature  Conservancy 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

Northwest  Environmental  Defense  Center 

Northwest  Steelheaders  Club 

Northwest  Timber  Association* 

Oregon  Environmental  Council 

Oregon  Hunters  Association 

Oregon  Natural  Heritage  Program 

Oregon  Natural  Resources  Council* 

Oregon  Student  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

Oregon  Women  for  Timber 

Oregon  Wilderness  Coalition 

Pacific  Northwest  Bell* 

Rogue  Flyfishers 

Rogue  River  Guides  Association 

Rogue  River  Outfitters  Association 

Sierra  Club* 

Southern  Oregon  Citizens  Against  Toxic  Sprays* 

Southern  Oregon  Resource  Alliance 

Southern  Oregon  Timber  Industries  Association* 

Thompson  Creek  Residents  for  Ecological  Education* 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Little  Applegate  Valley* 

Wilderness  Society 

Western  Forest  Industries  Association* 

Wildlife  Management  Institute 

Wildlife  Society,  Oregon  Chapter 

Approximately  250  other  individuals  and  organizations . 

An  asterisk  (*)  indicates  those  agencies  and  organizations  that  submitted  written 
responses  to  the  draft  SEIS. 

Copies  of  the  final  SEIS  will  be  sent  to  each  person,  organization,  or  agency 
commenting  on  or  receiving  a  copy  of  the  draft  document.   Copies  of  this  final 
SEIS  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  following  BLM  offices: 
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Washington  Office  of  Public  Affairs      Oregon  State  Public  Affairs  Office 
18th  and  C  Streets  825  N.E.  Multnomah 

Washington,  DC  20240  P.O.  Box  2965 

Phone  (202)  343-5717  Portland,  Oregon  97208 

Phone  (503)  231-6277 

Medford  District  Office 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford,  Oregon  97504 
Phone  (503)  776-4174 
FTS  424-4174 

Also,  copies  of  the  final  SEIS  will  be  forwarded  to,  and  be  available  for  review, 
at  the  following  area  libraries: 

Applegate  Public  Library,  Applegate,  Oregon 

Ashland  Public  Library,  Ashland,  Oregon 

Butte  Falls  Public  Library,  Butte  Falls,  Oregon 

Central  Point  Public  Library,  Central  Point,  Oregon 

Coos  Public  Library,  Coos  Bay,  Oregon 

Curry  Public  Library,  Gold  Beach,  Oregon 

Douglas  County  Library,  Roseburg,  Oregon 

Eagle  Point  Public  Library,  Eagle  Point,  Oregon 

Gold  Hill  Public  Library,  Gold  Hill,  Oregon 

Illinois  Valley  Public  Library,  Cave  Junction,  Oregon 

Jackson  County  Library  Systems,  Medford,  Oregon 

Jacksonville  Public  Library,  Jacksonville,  Oregon 

Josephine  County  Public  Library,  Grants  Pass,  Oregon 

Klamath  County  Public  Library,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon 

Oregon  Institute  of  Technology  Library,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon 

Oregon  State  University  Library,  Corvallis,  Oregon 

Phoenix  Public  Library,  Phoenix,  Oregon 

Portland  State  University  Library,  Portland,  Oregon 

Prospect  Public  Library,  Prospect,  Oregon 

Rogue  Community  College  Library,  Grants  Pass,  Oregon 

Rogue  River  Public  Library,  Rogue  River,  Oregon 

Shady  Cove  Public  Library,  Shady  Grove,  Oregon 

Southern  Oregon  State  College  Library,  Ashland,  Oregon 

Talent  Public  Library,  Talent,  Oregon 

University  of  Oregon  Library,  Eugene,  Oregon 

White  City  Public  Library,  White  City,  Oregon 

Williams  Public  Library,  Williams,  Oregon 

Wolf  Creek  Public  Library,  Wolf  Creek,  Oregon 
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Comment  Letters  Received  on  the  Draft  SEIS 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

LOG  OF  OFFICIAL  COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  OF 
BUREAU  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Responsible  official  logs  in  duplicate  all 
comments   received   and  files  a  copy  with 
each  of  two  (2)  complete  statement  records 
under  1792. 

EIS  Title 

Draft  Josephine/ Jackson  Klamath  Timber 
Management   Supplemental  EIS 

CODE  FOR  REVIEW  COMMENTS 

1 .  —  Merits  of  the  alternatives 

2.  —  Adequacy  of  information 

3.  —  Adequacy  of  the   analysis 

4.  —  Adequacy  of  documentation/format 

5.  —  Adequacy  of  mitigation 
O  -   Other 

Combine  numbers  in  column  if  appropriate. 

Subject 

Timber  Management 

Location 

Medford,   Oregon 

Responsible  SD,  SCD,  Office,  Division  Chief,  or  Task  Force  Chairman 

Lead  WO 

NO. 

DATE 
RECEIVED 

REVIEW 
COMMENTS 

AGENCY,  ORGANIZATION,  OR  INDIVIDUAL 

1 

11/20/84 

No  name;    No  return  address 

2 

11/20/84 

Robert  P.   Watson,    Timber  Manager 
Spalding  &  Son,   Inc. 

3 

11/21/84 

Richard,    Phillip  &  Nancy  Hunter 

4 

11/23/84 

Cindy  Rus 

5 

11/26/84 

Kathy  Murdock 

6 

11/27/84 

Charles  H.    Inman 

7 

11/27/84 

Mrs.   Louise  Allen 

8 

11/29/84 

David  F.   Keiser,   Woods  Manager  KOGAP  Manufacturing  Co. 

9 

11/28/84 

Oregon  State  Clearinghouse 

10 

11/30/84 

Mark  Swisher 

11 

12/07/84 

Jeff  M.    Sirmon  Pacific  Northwest  Region,    Portland  Ore 
Regional  Forester 

12 

12/07/84 

Stephen  Williams,   Deja  Vu  Nursery,   Williams  Ore. 

13 

12/10/84 

Tee  Martin 

14 

12/10/84 

Claudia  Beauseleil 

15 

12/10/84 

Bix  H.   Weir 

16 

12/11/84 

Alan  Venet 

17 

12/11/84 

Mark  Swisher 

18 

12/12/84 

Dolores   Streeter,    Clearinghouse,    State   of  Oregon 

19 

12/17/84 

Christopher  Bratt   for  Headwaters 

20 

12/18/84 

Michele  Grady 

21 

12/18/84 

Lewis  Krauss   for  Rough  &  Ready  Lumber  Co. 

(Continued  on  reverse) 
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Form  1792-3  (February  1981) 


Date 

No.    Received  Agency,  Organization,  or  Individual 

22.  12/18/84  Dorland  and  Paul  Matheny 

23.  12/18/84  Mel  Canal 

24.  12/18/84  Daniel  E.  Goltz,  Timber  Manager 

Eugene  F.  Burrill  Lumber  Co. 

25.  12/18/84  Early  Elmone,   Illinois  Valley  Soil  and  Water 

Conservation  District 

26.  12/18/84  Harold  L.  Pedrick 

27.  12/17/84  Jim  Geisinger,  Western  Forest  Industries  Association 

28.  12/17/84  Ed  &  Sara  Smith 

29.  12/17/84  Gordon  Farnsworth 

30.  12/17/84  Sue  Joerger,  Southern  Oregon  Timber  Industries 

Association 

31.  12/19/84  Michael  S.  Meredith 

32.  12/19/84  Martin  G.  Bauer;  Portola  Properties  Inc. 

33.  12/19/84  Edgar  A.  Kupillas;  Southwest  Forest  Industries 

34.  12/19/84  Candace  Morasch 

35.  12/19/84  W.B.  Newby 

36.  12/19/84  Susan  Delles 

37.  12/19/84  Ray  &  Peg  Prag 

38.  12/19/84  Jean  Patterson,  Deer  Creek  Valley  Natural  Resources 

Conservation  Association 

39.  12/19/84  Jerry  Barnes,  Jackson  County  Commissioner 

40.  12/19/84  Tom  Wicklund,  Rogue  Valley  Audubon  Society 

41.  12/19/84  Conney  Lindley 

42.  12/19/84  Ester  F.  Goldbey 

43.  12/19/84  Joe  Knotts 
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Date 

No. 

Received 

44. 

12/20/84 

45. 

12/20/84 

46. 

12/20/84 

47. 

12/20/84 

48. 

12/20/84 

49. 

12/20/84 

50. 

12/20/84 

51. 

12/20/84 

52. 

12/21/84 

53.    12/21/84 


54. 

12/21/84 

55. 

12/21/84 

56. 

12/21/84 

57. 

12/21/84 

58. 

12/21/84 

59. 

12/21/84 

60. 

12/21/84 

61. 

12/21/84 

62. 

12/21/84 

63. 

12/21/84 

64. 

12/21/84 

ARency.  Organization,  or  Individual 

Dennis  Hayward,  Northwest  Timber  Association 

Steven  Swanson,  Superior  Lumber  Co. 

Harry  Hutton,  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co. 

Michael  Bormuth,  Medford  Corporation 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  E.  Smalley 

Bob  Pleu 

Jan  Bullard 

Daniel  Stoner,  LeeAnn  Stoner,  &  Heather  Stoner 

Russell  D.  Park,  Thompson  Creek  Residents  for 

Ecological  Education  (TREE) 

Paula  Downing,  Crooked  Cedar  Concerned  Citizens; 
Headwater 

Andy  Kerr,  Oregon  Natural  Resources  Council 

Duane  Crites,  Timber  Products  Co. 

David  Erion,  Rogue  Group  Sierra  Club 

Russell  J.  McKinley,  Boise  Cascade  Corporation 

Diane  Albrechtsen  and  Genevieve  Windsor  for 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Little  Applegate 
Valley  (TELAV) 

Myron  Cretney 

Marie  Reeder,  Southern  Oregon  Northwest  Coalition 

for  Alternatives  to  Pesticides  (SONCAP) 

Duane  W.  Smith,  Gregory  Forest  Products,  Inc. 

Calvin  C .  Lloyd ,  Mountain  Fir  Lumber  Co . ,  Inc . 

Jo  Bigman 

Mrs.  Don  Roeder 
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Date 

No. 

Received 

65. 

12/24/84 

66. 

12/24/84 

67. 

12/24/84 

68. 

12/24/84 

69. 

12/24/84 

70. 

12/24/84 

71. 

12/24/84 

72. 

12/24/84 

73. 

12/24/84 

74. 

12/24/84 

75. 

12/24/84 

76. 

12/24/84 

77. 

12/26/84 

78. 

12/27/84 

79. 

01/02/85 

80. 

12/28/85 

Agency,  Organization,  or  Individual 

Steve  Marsden,  Earth  First 

Ralph  Saperstein,  Douglas  Timber  Operators  Inc. 

Bruno  C.  Meyer,  Medford  Corporation 

Ruth  Acord 

Don  W.  Johnson 

Richard  H.  Felgenhour,  Industrial  Forestry  Association 

Ray  Doerner,  Association  of  0  &  C  Counties 

Robert  S.  Burd,  U.S.  EPA 

Dan  Carlesan,  Oregon  Dept.  of  Fish  &  Wildlife 

Society  of  American  Foresters,  Siskiyou  Chapter 

Robert  Brothers 

Bruce  R.  Boccard,  Soda  Mountain  Resource  Council 

Kathy  Gaines 

Phyllis  Cribby  for  Southern  Oregon  Citizens  Against  Toxic 
Sprays 

Gregory  A.  Miller,  Associated  Oregon  Loggers,  Inc. 

Thomas  R.  Bispham,  State  of  Oregon  Dept.  of  Environmental 

Quality 
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AND  WHOLESALERS 

PO  Bn*43B 

Grams  Pass.  Oretjnn  97fi26 

(503)  476--M4B 


November   19,    1984 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medforri,    Oregon     97501 

Re:     Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Gentlemen: 

I  had   the  pleasure  of  attending  your  informational  meeting  on  the  Draft 
Supplemental   Environmental    Impact   Statement    (SEIS)    on  November    13,    1984.      The 
explanations  of  the  proposed  changes   in  clearcut  and  partial   cut    (shelterwood) 
acres  were  presented  very  clearly.     Having  attended  the  Forestry  Intensified 
Research    (FIR)    meeting  earlier  in   the   day   I  was   aware   of   the   scientific   data 
that  supported  your  proposed    changes. 

Host  of  the  negative  criticism  expressed  over  the  SEIS   dealt  with  per- 
ceived harmful  environmental   consequences    and  a  lack  of  data    (technical   support) 
to    justify   the  planned  changes.      However,    the   FIR  program  has    generated    the 
data   to  support  your  planned  changes    in  management, 

I  There  are    three  areas  of   concern    that  were  brought    up    that   do   need    to  be 

addressed  by    the  HLM,      First,    the   increase   in  air  pollution  expected  with 
these  changes  needs   to  be  discussed  more  thoroughly.     That,   coupled  with  an 
explanation  of  why   the  burning  must  be    done   and   the    dramatic  positive    results 
expected    from  planting  in  burned  areas   must  be    documented. 


I  Secondly,   there  seemed   to  be  some   confusion  over  the  terms  stocked  and 

established,      A  small   discussion  or  a   glossary  of   terms   used  could  eliminate 
some   perceived  problems.      To    the   layman,    acceptable  or  unacceptable   damage   is 
a  big   gray  area.      There  are  surely  many   other   terms    that   could  use   some 
definition   to   aid   the   public, 

I  Lastly,    this   SEIS   and   the   BLM  Informational  meeting  appeared   to    the 

public   to  have   no  meaning.      That   is,    they    felt    the  BLM  was   saying  "here   is 
what  we  will  be  doing  in  the   future".     It  was   felt  that  the  RLM  did  not  offer 
any  alternative   methods   of  management  90   the  public   could  weigh  one   against 
the   other. 


With    this    criticism  there  must  be  some    positive   support  so    the   BLM  knows 
that    the   entire   public   is    not   against    their  proposed   changes.      As   a  Timber 
Manager   I    do   support    these   changes.      I    think  they  are  overdo.      The   change    in 
methods   are  environmentally   sound.      It  will   require   less   road  construction  and 
less   herbicide    iu;ed.      It  will   promote   community   stability  by  being  more 
economical,    for   the  BLM  and    the  0   J-  C    counties.      It  will,    in   turn,    provide 
better  roads   and  help    insure    that   the   major  employers    can   continue    to   offer 
jobs   to  keep  the  local  economy  rolling.     For  these  reasons   I  support  your 
change    in  direction  on  managing  the    BLM  lands. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  P.  Watson 
Timber  Manager 
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November    17,    1984 

Bureau   of  Land  Management 
3040  Kiddle  Road 
Medford,   OR     97501 

Dear  Sirs: 

We  are  writing   to  protest   the  Bureau's  decision   to  increase   the  acreage   to 
be  set  aside  in   three  southern  Oregon  counties  over  a  ten-year  period. 

We  believe,    simply,    that   clearcutting  benefits  only    timber  companies  harvesting 
those  trees.      It  cuts   their  overhead.     Period. 

We  do  not  believe   that  clearcutting  holds  any  benefits   for   the  forest  as  a  whole, 
or   its   inhabitants,   or   the  soils  and  watersheds  it   grows  out  of.     Nature  upholds  our 
belief.      Clearcutting   is  a  human    invention,    devised  solely    to    facilitate   easy  mass 
removal   of    timber    trees    from  the   forest. 

We  do  believe   that  clearcutting  damages   the   forest,    the  soil,   and  the  watershed. 
It  would   be  bad   enough,    if   such   damage   could   be   justified   as  necessary    to  preserve 
the   forest,    or  remove  diseased    trees,    etc.      But   corporate  profit    is  not   sufficient 
justification   for   such   wholesale  mining  of   our  public    resources. 

As   stewards   of    these   lands,    your   duty    is  clear:      to  manage  them  in    the  best 
possible  way   for   the   greater  good   of    the   greater  number  of  American  citizens— the 
true   owners   of    these   lands.      By  acceding  to    the  ever-present   demands   of    timber 
corporations    for   greater  access    to  cheaper   timber,    you  are   selling   our   resources 
at  bargain-basement   prices   to  combines    that  will   always  put  private   profit   above 
the  public    good.      No  amount  of   mumbo-jumbo   about   jobs,    or  double-talk  about    doing 
the   forest   and    its  wildlife  a    favor  by   defoliating   large    tracts   of    trees,    can  disguise 
the    fact    that    the  bottom  line   in   all    these    transactions   is  corporate  profit. 

What    Is   particularly   disturbing  about   all    this   is    the   recent   revelation   that 


I  the  replanting  of  harvested  land  is  lagging  farther  and  fa 
of  this  fact,  how  can  your  agency  justify  increasing  the  mi 
timber  harvest   currently  allowed? 

We  believe  it  is  time  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  ai 
as  a  whole,  quit  listening  to  the  urgings  of  profit-hungry 
mining — interests,  and  took  its  job  as  a  sacred  trust,  not 
citizens,    but    to    those  unborn   generations  yet    to   come. 

We  believe   that  a  beginning  can  be  made  with  a  reversal  of   this  pi, 
the    three-county   clearcutting  allowance. 


fZAftXJAr 

Richard  J.  Hunter 


her  behind.   In  light 
t  devastating  form  of 

the  Interior  Department 
iraber — and  cattle,  and 
nly  to  present  American 


Phillip  D.  Hunter 

N.-.-iucy  X,  .Iluntfer    ,   /        j 

528  Pear/  Street' 
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/To  the  Editor: 

I  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
I  has  released  a  draft  Supplement  to  the 
I  Final  Environmental  Impact  State- 
I  ments  (FEISs)  for  Josephine  and 
I  Jackson-Klamath  Tcn-Year  Manage- 
ment Plans.  This  plan  includes  an 
increase  in  dcarcutting  f™m  9,000  to 
55,300  acres  and  a  decrease  in  shelter' 
wood  harvest  from  110.000  to  51,000 
acres.  It  also  includes  leaving  only  8  to 
12  trees  on  these  51,000  acres  as 
shelterwood. 

This  action  would  mean  an  increase 
to  water  run-off,  erosion,  a  decrease  in 
underground  water  and  "Would  result 
m  increased  air  pollutants  from  a 
corresponding  increase  in  slash  burn- 
infi. 

What  this  hoils  down  to  is  you  will   J 
end  with  auto  inspections  so  that  BLM 
can  burn  more  slash.  Those  of  you  with 
lung  or  heart  problems  will  also  end  up 
paying  more  for  medical  care. 

Public  hearings  were  held  Nov    13  at 
BLM  office,  3040  Biddle  Rd..  Medford 
97501.    Written    comments    must    be 
submitted  by  Dec.  21.  19B4. 
W.J.  Patterson 
Deer  Creek  Valley  Natural 
Resources  "— 
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Mr.    Hugh    II.    Shera,    District  Manager 
Bureau    of    Land    Management         " 
3040  Biddle    lioad 
Medford,    Oregon   97504 


titar  Mr 


Sherci.: 


The  fol loving  comments  are  submitted  for  your 
consideration  in  the  preparntion  of  the  final  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Josephine/jackson- 
Klismath  Timber  Management  document! 

The  Supplemental  1-JlS  proposes  a  radical  shift  in  the  ten 
ye?r  plan  from  sheltervond  to  clearcutting,  with  a  decrease 
of  59,000  atrrs  of  shelterwood  and  an  increase  of  46,000 
acres  of  clearcutting. 

To  be  successful,  the  clcarcuts  must  be  reforested  -  promptly 
and  vith  effective,  low  cost  control  of  competing  vegetation. 

Novhere  does  the  report  address  these  key  factors,  except  for 
a  couple  of  general  statements  about  advances  in  silviculture 
and  about  what  it  takes  for  successful  reforestation.  That  is 
not  enough  to  justify  more  cut  and  run  logging. 

■st- 


ag 
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Where  in  the  report,  has  a  program  been  set  forth  for  reform 
ation  planting,  and  for  suppression  of  competing  vegetation,? 
Have  plans  been  made  for  the  supply  of  seedlings  for  planti- 
11 , 000  acres  of  cl en rout  each  year,  containerized  and  from 
comfe table  seed  sources? 

What  methods  are  fining  to  be  used  to  control  competing  veget- 
ation. BLM  testimony  states  that  brush  is  aliendy  out  of  con- 
trol on  many  shelterwood  sites.  With  more  restrictions  by  the 
courts  on  aerial  spraying  of  herbicides,  low  cost  control  is 
i»oinp  to  be  difficult  to  obtain.  And  deal  cuts  will  encourage 
more  brush  grovth  than  do  shelterwood  cuts. 

I  The  report  should  also  compare  the  cost  of  removing  the  com- 
peting growth  from  existing  she] terwoods ,  to  the  cost  of 
reforesting  new  clear  cuts. 

The  proposal  to  reduce  the  number  of  trees  in  existing  shelt- 
er-woods from  12  to  16  tier  acre  down  to  8  to  12  per  acre  leaves 
too  few  trees  to  act  as  shelter.  Most  of  the  remaining  ones 
will  blow  over  and/or  die.  It  is  questionable  that  the  BLM  has 
enough  field  experience  to  know  that  this  is  a  proper  thing  to 

On  the  basis  of  the  draft  LIS  ,  there  does  not  appear  to  be 
a  valid  justification  to  make  sucli  a  mejor  shift  from  shelt- 


Ierwood  to  clear cuts.  Nowhere  does  tin-  report  show  that  the 
new  plan  will  work  and  that  the  BLM  is  prepared  to  make 
it  work.   On  a  worst-case  basis  the  public  will  be  left  with 
more  failed  clear cuts, and  the  sustained  yield  goals  ui 11 
not  be  met. 


The  publi  c,  to  whom  these  for 
complete  find  effective  maim/re 


sts  belon 
ent  plan. 


utitled  to 


/.t.i/^-;  /r\^£/2&»<!**', 


"Charles  11.  lnman 


-copy:  Senator  Mark  Hatfield 

Representative  Jim  Weaver 
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What's  a  tree  worth? 


What  is  the  value  of  a 
tree?  There  are  a  number  of 
ways  to  figure  this,  and 
Harry  Elliott  of  the  Grants 
Pass  Courier  ran  across 
some  of  them  in  a  recent 
issue  of  Sports  Afield,  that 
are  worth  passing  on. 

The  story  is  that  a  Pro- 
fessor T.M.  Das  of  the  Agri- 
cultural University  of  Cal- 
cutta in  India  calculates  that 
over  a  50-year  period  a  tree 
(species  unspecified)  is  worth 
as  much  as  $196,250. 

How  so?  He  starts  by  cal- 
culating that  it  produces 
$31,250  worth  of  oxygen 
alone.  On  top  of  that,  the  fil- 
tration of  air  pollution  from 
the  atmosphere  is  worth  an- 
other $62,500, 

A  tree  will  also  help  con- 
trol soil  erosion,  and  adds  to 
soil  fertility,  and  these  to- 
gether are  worth  an  addi- 
tional $31,250.  It  will  also  re- 
cycle water  and  help  control 
humidity,  adding  another 
$37,000  in  value. 

Add  $31,250  for  shel- 
tering animals  and  $2,500  for 
protein  production,  and  the 
total  over  the  years  comes  to 
just  over  $196,000.  This  does 
not  include  any  fruits  that 
may  be  produced,  the  beauty 
of  the  tree,  or  the  lumber 
that  it  may  provide  at  the 
end  of  its  useful  life. 

That  last  factor,  its  va- 


lue when  "harvested,"  is 
minor  when  compared  with 
its  other  values,  coming  to 
less  than  .3  percent  of  (he 
real  value  of  a  tree.  Yet  even 
at  their  commercial  lumber 
price,  they  provide  a  good  ec- 
onomic base  for  much  of  the 
world. 

Such  figures  make  it  ea- 
sier to  understand  why  there 
is  so  much  concern  in  some 
circles  about  the  deforesta- 
tion of  many  parts  of  the 
world,  particularly  the  tropi- 
cal rain  forests  of  Asia, 
Africa  and  South  America. 
The  true  value  of  a  tree,  as 
shown  in  the  figures  cited 
(which  may  or  may  not  be 
exact,  but  which  certainly 
are  interesting  and  provoca- 
tive), is  subjugated  to  the 
more  immediate  needs  of  the 
local  economies.  But  it  is  lost 
to  the  long  run,  where  the 
true  values  lie. 

It  is  another  example, 
among  so  many,  of  being 
penny  wise  and  pound  fool- 
ish. And  it  is  a  reminder  of 
another  simple  question,  "Of 
what  use  is  a  baby?" 

The  answers  to  both  can 
be  given  in  short-term  and 
long-term  responses,  and  in 
each  the  long-term  response 
is  usually  the  correct  one,  at 
least  for  the  real  good  of  the 
race,  —  E.A. 


The  MAIL  TRIBUNE 
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Kogap  Manufacturing  Company 

Our  goal:  Complete  forest  crop  utilization 
P.O.  BOX  1608    ■     MEDFORD,  OREGON  97501     ■     (503}  776-6500 


November  27,  1934 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3040  Biddle  Road 

Med ford,  Oregon  97504 

Dear  Sir: 

Although   I  was   unable  to  attend  the  public  hearing  on   the 
BLM  Supplemental   EIS,   1  would  like  to  have  my  comments  considered. 
Because  of  the  success  of  planting  clear  cuts   in  recent  years  and 
especially  because  of  the  encouraging  planting  tests  by  FIR  the 
move  to  more  clear  cutting  not  only  offers  major  economic  advan- 
tages but  is   also  good  forestry.     Clear  cutting  provides   reduced 
cost  of  sale  preparation  to  the  ELM  and  reduced  cost  of  logging 
and  cultural    treatments  because  of  one  entry  compared  to  multiple 
entries.     The  EIS  should  address  these  economic  advantages. 

I  believe   the  BLM  has  acted  in  a   responsible  manner  by 
considering   the  concerns   raised  by  what  must  be  a  very  tiny 
minority  of  the  public.      If  this  segment  Is   truly  concerned 
about  the  environment  they  should  be  happy  to  have  less   roads 
constructed  per  thousand  board  feet  of  harvest  and  to  have  less 
acres  entered  each  year  both  of  which  are  the  result  of  cutting 
the  same  annual   volume  on  less  acres.     The  environmental   affects 
are  all   positive  since  better  wildlife  feed  grows   in  clear  cuts  and 
diore  edge  effect  favors  most  game  and  non-game  species.     Since 
less   road  will    be  constructed  and  less  acres  harvested  the  potential 
for  erosion   is  also  lessened  although  little  erosion   can  be  noted 
under  current  practices. 

KOGAP  MANUFACTURING  COMPANY 


David  F.    Keiser 
Woods  Manager 
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OREGON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  PROJECT  REVIEW 

State  Clearinghouse 

Intergovernmental  Relations  Division 

155  Cottage  Street  N.  E. 

5a  lera,  Oregon  97310 


Phone  (503)379-3732  or  Toll  Free  in  Oregon  1-800-422-3600 
STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE  REVIEW  ADDENDUM 
APPLICANT: bi.h  MF.nrORn 


PROJECT     TITLE: FV'34     TTMWRR    SANE    PLAN     .SUPPLEMENT 

PROJECT  NUMBER: c^l  008-006-5 

DATE: Novnmlw  ?;■,.  \m-\k 


The  State  Clearinghouse  has  received  additional  comments  from 

STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  Ol'flCl: 

subsequent    to    our    conclusion    letter    of      IJoaomdlM  ?-Q.    UJ&S , 

Please    see    copy ( i  e  s )    attached    for    your    attention 


Additional    Clearinghouse    comments: 


^^% 


OREGON  PROJECT  NOTIFICATION  AND  REVIEW  SYSTEM 
STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 

Interaovernmental    Relations    Division  JaittiiOlu^ 

155   Cottaqe  ST    BE     Salem,    Oregon  •*"■" ww* 

Phone;    378-3732         57310  NOV  23  1984 

P  N  R  S         STATE        REVIEW     ( 


ro]ect   #: 


OR  34  1008-006- 


P.eturn    Date  : 


...      caaA.        ft  vou  intend  to  comment  but  cannot  respond  by  the 
Sl^rfi^lSff-notiVus   Mediately.      If  no  respond .  t.  «o£- 
by   the    due  Jite,    it  will  be   assumed  that  you  have  no   comment    and    .he 
file  will   be   closed. 


PROGRAM    REVIEW   AMD    COMMENT 

TO  STATE   CLEARINGHOUSE:      We  have  reviewed  the   subject  Notice  mi  hava 
reached   the  Sir  conclusion,  on  its   relationship  to  our  plans    ana 
programs : 

It    has   n£  adverse   effect. 

We  have  no  comment . 

Effects,    although  measurable,    would  be   acceptable. 
U    ha<    adverse    effects.         (Explain    in    Remarks    Section) 

we   are    interested  but  reouire  more   information  to  evaluate    the 

proposal.         (Explain   in   Remarks   Section) 
,    W  Additional    comments    for    project      ,.»„..,..«.      ("tech    t«    necessary. 


(    *!    Please    consider    this    letter    and    enclosurets)    an    addendum    to    our 
previous     letter 

!       )    The    Clearinghouse    is    forwarding    a    copy    of     this    letter    and 
enclosure     to     the    federal     funding    agency 

If     you    have    questions    please    contact    the    State    Clearinghouse    at     the 
above    address    and     telephone    numQer. 
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REMARKS       (Please   type  or  print   legibly)  |Vjin^l  ^  Lj^ 


<:;"7' 


.StiPM 


to 
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9647  Wagner  Creek 
Talent, "OR  97540 
26  November  1984 


Mike  Walker,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford,  OR   97504 


Mr 


Walker: 


This  letter  details  my  concerns  with  your  agency's  Draft 
SEIS  to  the  Josephine/Jackson-Klamath  Timber  Management  Plans.  1 
attended  the  public  meeting  13  November  1984  to  acquaint  myself 
witn  this  issue,  but  did  not  make  a  statement,  l  heard  Mr. 
Abac's  talk  with  slide  show  and  was  disappointed  that  he  failed 
to  discuss  air  quality.  This  issue  is  inadequately  dealt  with  in 
the  Draft    SEIS*    as  well. 

I  have  analysed  the  figures  you  present  (Draft  SEIS, p. 8) 
concerning  air  quality,  and  come  to  different  conclusions  from 
yours.    My   analysis   is   presented  below. 

While  it  is  true  that  you  propose  an  increase  of  on]y  3.7  % 
in  the  amount  of  acreage  burned  when  the  district  is  considered 
as  a  whole,  the  effect  on  the  two  SYU's  is  quite  different  when 
considered  separately  (see  Table  1).  You  are  proposing  to 
increase  the  amount  of  burning  only  ll  in  the  J-KSYU,  but  the 
JSYU  will  apparently  experience  a  10%  increase  in  burned  acreage 
under  the  Draft  SEXS.  Your  treatment  of  these  two  SYU's  is 
significantlydif ferent,  and  1  believe  the  BLM  should  address  the 
air  quality  issue  separately  for  each  SYU .  Your  reported  figure 
(3.7%)  is  misleading  and  does  not  accurately  represent  the 
increase  in  either  the  JSYU  or  the  J-KSYU.  Because  these  two 
SYU's  have  separate  ElS's  on  f i le  at  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  and  because  your  proposed  treatment  of  the  two  SYU's  is 
significantly  different,  your  agency  is  probably  negligent  if  you 
do    not    file    separate    supplements    to    the    JSYU   and   J-KSYU   EIS's. 


TABLE    1.    A    comparison    of   acres   burned  under   the  present  TMP  and 
the  draft   SEIS    for   the   Josephine    Sustained    Yield    Unit    (JSYU)    and 
Jackson-Klamath  Sustained  Yield  Unit  (J-KSYU). 


SYU  Name 

TMP  Burning 

Draft  SEIS  Burning 

josepnine 

10,000  ac. 

11  ,000  ac. 

Jackson/ 
Klamath 

23,700  ac. 

2  4,0  00  ac. 
1 
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I  am  concerned  that  your  agency  misrepresents  the  true 
magnitude  of  the  proposed  increase  in  burning  in  the  JSYU  when 
it  says  in  the  Draft  SEIS  (p.B)  "This  anticipated  3.7%  increase 
in  site  preparation  by  burning  would  result  in  a  like  increase  in 
pollutants  from  BLM  slash  burning."  The  Josephine  SYU  will 
apparently  be  subjected  to  not  3.7%  increase  as  you  state,  but 
10%  greater  air  pollution  than  you  proposed  in  the  FEIS's  TMP. 
This  needs  to  be  explained  more  clearly  in  the  Draft  SEIS  so 
residents  of  southern  Oregon  can  be  aware  of  the  true  magnitude 
of   your   proposed  changes   and  make  comments    to  you  about   this. 

I  am  concerned  that  your  agency  i  x  proposing  to  go  ahead 
with  the  site  preparation  schedule  proposed  and  approved  in  the 
JSYU  and  J-KSYU  FEIS's.  These  documents  outlined  the  number  of 
acres  slated  for  site  preparation  during  the  decade.  A  reader 
can  assume  that  burned  acres/year  might  have  remained  fairly 
constant  during  the  ten  year  time  frame  included  in  the  FEIS's, 
but    an  examination  of   the  Draft   SEIS   reveals  a   different  story. 

During  the  first  five  years  since  implementation  of  the 
JSYU  TMP  your  agency  has  burned  4200  acres  in  that  area  (Draft 
SEIS,  p. 8).  This  translates  to  840  acres/year  burned  in  this  SYU 
(seeTable  2).  In  the  final  five  years  of  your  ten  year  management 
plan,  and  including  the  changes  in  this  plan  summarized  in  the 
Draft  SEIS,  your  agency  proposes  to  burn  6800  acres.  This  trans- 
lates to  1360  acresto  be  burned/yearinthe  JSYU, a  62%  increase 
in   acres   burned/year  over  the  preceding        five  year  period. 

During  the  first  four  years  since  implementation  of  the  J- 
KSYU  TMP  your  agency  has  burned  5400  acres  in  that  area  (Draft 
SEIS,  p. 8.),  an  average  of  1350  a  ores  burned/year.  In  the 
remaining  six  years  of  the  ten  year  TMP,  and  including  the 
changes  to  that  plan  you  summarize  in  the  Draft  SEIS,  your  agency 
proposesto  burn  18,600  acres. This  will  be  an  average  of3100  ac. 
burned/year  for  the  next  six  years  and  represents  a  130%  increase 
in  the  amount  of  acreage  burned  annually  in  this  SYU  as  compared 
to   the   annual    burn  during    the   first    four   years    of    the  TMP    (Table    2). 

Table     2.      Levels     of     site     preparation     under     present    TMP    and 
proposed    (Draft    SEIS )    timber  management   practices . 


SYU   Name  1st    5    yr 

Josephine  4200 


Acres  Burned 
Next    5 


Acres    Burned 
SYU   Name  1st    4    yr.lNext    fi    yr. 


Jackson/ 

Klamath 


Acres   Burned/ Year 
1st    5    Next    5 

840 
Acres   Burned/Year 


%    Increase 
Next    5:1st    5 


%    Increase 
Next    6:1st   4 


130% 
X   =   96% 
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TheRogueVal ley  Airshed  experiences  some  uniqueair  trapping 
and  non-circulating  properties,  and  has  come  under  local,  state, 
and  national  scrutiny.  Oregon's  Department  of  Environmental 
Quality  deems  the  situation  serious  enough  to  maintain  year-round 
monitoring  stations  to  track  levels  of  pollutants  in  this  airshed 
so  that  health  hazard  warnings  may  be  issued  when  unsafe 
conditions  exist  in  the  air  we  breathe.  Yet  your  agency 
apnarently  failedto  send  a  copy  of  the  Draft  SEIS  to  the  Oregon 
DEQ  (it  is  not  noted  in  the  LIST  OF  AGENCIES,  ORGANIZATIONS,  AND 
PERSONS  TO  WHOM  COPIES  OF  THE  SUPPLEMENT  ARE  SENT  , Draft 
SEIS, p. 12).  The  DEQ  should  be  notified  of  your  plans  for 
increased  air-borne  pollution  of    the  Rogue  Valley  Airshed. 

Your  agency  proposes  to  increase  the  levels  of  air-borne 
pollutants  we  have  been  experiencing  here  in  the  Rogue  Valley.  At 
the  same  time  the  DEQ  has  mandated  stricter  controls  on  the 
construction,  installation,  and  use  of  wood  stoves  for 
home  heating  because  of  the  alarming  rise  in  urban  levels  of 
pollutants  from  burning  wood,  your  agency  is  planning  to  increase 
output  of  wood-burning  pollutants  by  an  average  of  96%  district- 
wide-  This  issue  is  not  even  mentioned  in  the  Dra  ft  SEIS. 
I  believe  you  owe  the  public  the  chance  to  comment  on  this  issue, 
and  until  you  say  directly  and  clearly  what  you  intend  to  do  this 
remains  impassible.  When  you  state  in  the  Draft  SEIS  that  site 
preparation  will  increase  3.7%,  you  create  the  false  impression 
that  your  agency  proposes  only  a  minor  change  in  TMP  practices, 
when  in  actuality  you  apparently  plan  to  increase  site 
preparation  (burning)  10%  in  the  JSYU,  and  district-wide  you  plan 
to  finish  out  this  decade  with  a  96%  increase  in  acres  burned  as 
compared  with  the  first  half  of  the  decade.  Your  agency  must 
address  these  issues  in  the  SETS,  or  members  of  the  public  who 
are  interested  in  southern  Oregon's  air  quality  will  find  this 
document   unsatisfactory. 


Sincerely,/!     fj 

mJJL  • 


fJMAJMAJ 


Mark    Swi  Kii&r 


copi 


Oregon  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
Mark  Prevost,  ONRC 
C.  Bratt 
J.  Keller 


ffi  ift\  United  Stales 
UUKXm  Department  of 
N^pS'  Agriculture 


Pacific 

Northw/sst 

Region 


319  S.W.  Pine  „  - 
P.O.  Box  3623  1  1 
Portland.  OR   97208 
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December  4,    1984 


Mr.  Mike  Walker,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford,  OR     97504 


Dear  Mr.  Walker: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  Josephine/Jackson-Klamath 
Timber  Management  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  draft  supplement  has  been  reviewed  by  personnel   on  the  Rogue  River, 
Siskiyou,   and  Winema  National  Forests   as  well    as  Regional   timber   and 
wildlife  staff.     The  changes  covered  by  this  supplement  seem  to  be 
nominal.     We  see  no  effects  on  National  Forest   resources   or  National  Forest 
management   coordination  with  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  Sustained 
'Yield  Units. 

Sincerely, 


"6.CT 


JEFF  M.  SIRM0N 
Regional   Forester 


Rogue  River  NF 

Siskiyou  NF 

Winema  NF 

Director,  Fish  &  Wildlife 
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Deja  Vu  Nursery 


STEPHEN  WILLIAMS 


225   Stephen   Way 
William*,  Oregon  97544 
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Claudia  BwnwialelX 


District  mjumeer,  l:ugh  ilh-ra,  Hftdfcrf)  BIJ>: 


Dftitr  Mr,   3h«ra, 

I  sua  Babmittlng  tsda  publiu  oommftn-t  h«fgr-  Dro  n,  138^.    it  w««  brought  tn  my 

attenitian  thst  BIJ-1  ItES   intnnitions   to  incir^sys  the   amount   of  clear-cutting.      I   s.m 
strongly  oppased  to  this  increase,   in   Mie  Bedford  dietrist.     The  supplemental 
environmental  impact  statement  for  th-   10  year  timber  ple,'i  proposes  to  irta-ftsna* 
clearcute    fr*ffl  9,0^0    to   55,500  acres.      That's   abruM,      Is   thlfl   i^-risi-Vr^d   ;.acd 
74"  7    |    f«r»stl»  Piimaeamettt  for  ti,-  years    ^llt-.V.      EM  a«n't  k««p  up  vdLh  reforesting  an 

Bgual    amount   fee  narvegt  cutv    BIK  :.?i    reforestins,    but  not  as   fiat  as   they  are   cutting. 

7  4  "2     I  Clear  cutting  nausea  undetermined  cimulative  effects  on  a  watershed.     The  whole 

I  ecosystem,    wildlife  habitftt,   water  quality,    snll   erosions,    and  aquatic   life   are  going 
to   be    affs^teri   by   clear  cutting.      In   this   preposed    10  year  EI3   timber  plan,    :J,n-s  it 
QWT   cumulative  effects   in   a  watershed,    during  a    ten  year  period  7     This   ]  s    ir.fonnatii 
I   feel   iffl   important,    ey[.jecially  '.■■hen  it  effects  the   area,  inhere  :>rie   liv*a. 


Vcur  reaponn-  is  much  appreciate 


ulat.ive  effects. 


Thank  you  in  advarton, 


Cliudia  Besusoleil 


J^ 


lA*-^$ 


A 


ts 


^jU-^m.'^Ou^lj 


"L- 


#»/w  CkljgjBg^ 
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December  10,   1.98U 
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Mr  .  Hugh  Shera 

District  Manager   6LH  Medford 

30li0  Diddle  Road 

Medford,   Or.     97501 


Dear   Sir, 


I  am  witting  concerning  the  proposed  change  in  cutting  policy  for  the 
ten  year  period  79-89.  The  change  will  be  55,000  acres  clear   cut  instead  of 
the  origional  9,000  plus  20,000  shelter  wood.   I  have  heard  and  understand 
the  reasons  of  economics,   cost-effectiveness  and  future  timber   cropa  given 
by  HEM  for   these   changes.  To  those  of  us  who  believe  in  a  more   creative 
g  and  healthy  aproach  to  forest  management  this  change  is  totally  one   sided 
and  ■unacceptable.  Any  idea  of  environmental,   visual  asthetic,   or  watershed 
protection  has  been  thrown  to  the  wind  and  the  once  sensible  thought  of 
sustained  yield  has  little  meaning  other  than  being  a  reason  why  its  OK  to 
cut  it  all  down.  You  clain  yield  will  be  maintained  by  what  you  will  do  with 
chemicals  and  fertilizers  that  you  will  have  to  dump  around  our  whole  valley 
if  all  our  older  woods  are  to  be  clear  cut.  If  the  BLM  cannot  hear  us  in  good 
faith  and  common  good  that  the  O&C  act  and  Church  guidelines  imply  then  they 
will  have  to  hear  us  in  court. 

In  a  positive  tone  I  would  like  to  propose  some  aproaches  to  the 
management  of  Williams  valley  that  could  be  applied  on  a  broader   scope. 

The  already  existing  inner  valley  forest   (suoh  as  the  O&C  tract  in 
section  33)  should  be  left  as  is  to  be  developed     as  healthy  wilderness 
and  water  protection  resource  by  a  town  committe  aX"i  &H  office  working 
together,   j  understand  that  some  of  what  we   still  see  is  already  sold 
for  logging.  Vfe  want  to  be  able  to  save  a  healthy  portion  of  what  is  left. 
A  guideline  that  says  no  clearcutting  within  three  or  even  five  miles  of 
down  town  Williams,  depending  on  how  visable  a< out  will  be  is  of  interest 
to  many  in  the   community. 

The  protection  of  interntitant  water  sheds  is  also  of  concern  to 
many  throughout  the  valley.  The  identifying  and  protection  of  these  resource 
areas  should  be  done  in  conjunction  with  local  citizens.  Recreation  and 
irrigation  both  depend  on  wisdom  in  this  area. 

Basically  I  feel  that  if  you  are  going  to  blatantly  clear  cut  all  of 
your  sales  than  you  should  as  blatantly  perserve  and  protect  as  uncut 
diverse"forest"  a  real  portion  of  the  woods  around  our  homes  and  water 
sources.  A  further  example; county  wide  you  should  leave  as  much  20-50  % 
of  your  remaining  forests  whole  and  untouched  if  you  are  going  to  clear  cut 
all  the  rest. 

A  program  should  be  developed  now  to  convert  failing  wills  to  the 
processing  of  annual  crops  for  the  making  of  papers,  ropes,  fabrics,  and 
building  materials.     This  would  start  to  secure  jobs  in  the  future  for 
the  industrial  worker*  in  our  state.  Herbs,- oils,  scents,  and  spices  can 
also  be  produced  in  our  forests  and  processed  in  our  industrial  centers. 
Thank  you. 

Sincerely,  .j— 

Alan  Venet       1130  Tstherow  Rd. 

Willians,  Or.  97&li 
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9647  Wagner  Creek 

Talent,    OR      97540 

7    December    1984 


Mike  Walker,    Team  Leader 
Bureau   of    Land   Management 
3040   Biddle  Road 
Medford,    OR      97504 

tdr .    Walker , 


This 


letter  is  an  addendum  to  my  letter  of  26  November  1984 
..  I  expressed  my  concerns  with  your  agency's  proposed 
changes  in  the  JSYU  and  J-KSYU  TMPs,  summarized  in  the  Draft 
SEIS.  I  still  maintain  my  concern  with  your  agency  s  proposed 
increases  in  air-borne  pollution  of  the  Rogue  Valley  Airshed; 
this  letter  contains  some  additional  concerns  I  have  with  the 
Draft    SEIS. 

I  am  concerned  that  your  team  has  drafted  a  single-: 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  amend  the  FEISes 
for  two  separate  areas  in  vour  District.  Since  the  Josephine 
Sustained  Yield  Unit  (JSY*U)  FEIS  and  the  Jackson-Klamath 
Sustained  Yield  Unit  {J-KSYU)  FEIS  are  separate  documents, 
approved  after  separate  public  input  processes  and  filed  in 
separate  years  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agengy;  and 
since  you  propose  significantly  different  treatments  in  these  two 
areas  (see  my  letter  of  26  November  1984  end  below),  I  believe 
you  cannot  logically  expect  the  public  to  accept  this  single 
document  as  a  supplement  to  both  FEISes.  Further, 
here  additional  examples  drawn  from  t 
illustrate  that  your  agency  proposes  to  t 
significantly   different    manners. 


includi. 
Draft     SKIS     which 
these  two  SYUs   in 


both 


)    nor 

.    but 


ly  be 

soil 
c    SYU 


Soils:  Your  agency  proposes  to  reduce  road  construction  in 
SYUs  "by  a  stated  19*.  However,  this  figure  accurately  repre 
neither  the  amount  of  reduction  in  reading  of  the  JSYU  (28% 
the  J-KSYU  17% >.  Tt  is  an  average  figure  for  the  district, 
misrepresents  the  impact  on  each  SYU  since  neither  SYU  wi 
subjected  to  a  19*  reduction  in  reading.  Similarly,  reductio 
erosion  in  the  two  SYUs  would  average  194,  but  would  actual 
significantly  different  (281  JSYU;  7?.  J-KSYU).  Loss  of 
productivity  mimics  the  above  pattern  (Table  3).  No  it he 
will  experience  your  stated  19%  reduction.  (Tables  1  and  2  a 
my   previous    letter.) 


Tabic    3.    Comparison    of    Draft    SEIS    activities    on    soils    in    two 
SYU's.     (All    data   drawn    from   Draft   SEIS,    paragraph    B,    p. 9). 
Activity:    Road   Construction 

Stated  Actual  Does    Stated    impact   Accurately 

SYU   Name  Impact  Impact  Represent   Actual     Impact?    Y/N 


JSYU 


19% 

reducti  ■ 
district- 


28% 


No 
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Table  3. 

Activity: 

SYU  Name 

JSYU 

J-KSYU 

Activity: 

SYU  Name 

JSYU 

J-KSYU 

Activity: 

SYU  Name 

JSYU 

J-KSYU 

Activity: 

SYU  Name 

Jt;YU 

J-KSYU 

Activity: 

SYS  Name 

JSYU 

J-KSYU 


Actual 
Impact 


Erosion 

Stated 

Impact 

19% 

reduction 

district-wide 


Loss  of  Soil  Productivity 
Stated       Actual 
Impact      Impact 

19%         28% 
reduction 
district-wide     7% 

Area  To  Be  Yarded 

Stated       Actual 
Impact      impact 

11%  16% 

reduction 

district-wide     6% 

Reduction  in  Erosion 
Stated      Actual 
Impact      Impact 

LH  164 

reduction 
district-wide      6% 

Decrease  in  Soil  Producti 
Stated      Actual 


Does  Stated  Impact  Accurately 
Represent  Actual  Impact?  Y/N 


Does  Stated  impact  Accurately 
Represent  Actual  Impact?  Y/N 


Does  Stated  Impact  Accurately 
Represent  Actual  Impact?  Y/N 


Does  Stated  Impact  Accurately 
Represent  Actual  Impact?  Y/N 


-ity 

Does  Stated  Impact  Accurately 

Represent  Actual  Impact?  Y/N 


3-7% 

reduction 

district-wide 


10% 
1% 


I  can  only  conclude  that  your  agency  is  misrepresenting  the 
true  magnitude  of  the  proposed  changes  in  the  TMPs  for  the  two 
separate  SYUs.  In  none  of  the  cases  presented  in  Table  3  does 
your  agency's  stated  impact  accurately  represent  the  actual 
impact  on  the  SYUs  when  considered  separately.  Your  agency 
appears  to  be  intentionally  or  inadvertantly  presenting 
misleading  data  on  all  the  activities  in.  Table  3.  When  you  do 
this  you  also  intentionally  or  inadvertantly  make  it  impossible 
for  members  of  the  public  who  are  interested  in  presenting  input 
to  you  on  these  activities  to  make  meaningful    statements.  Your 


17-3 


17-4 


17-5 


planning  team  would  do  well  to  consider  separately  the  impacts  of 
your  proposed  management  activities   on  the   two   SYUs. 

Writ  cr  Resourcca:  Vol  r  nqer.cy  present;-;  no  suppor  tinq  da  ta  t  o 
defend  your  estimates  of  increases  in  water  yield  in  the  two 
SYUs  (Draft  SEIS,  paragraph  C,  p. 9).  Your  statement  to  the  effect 
that  the  JSYU  will  experience  1.0%  and  the  J-KSYU  will  experience 
0.5%  greater  water  yields  under  the  proposed  plans  are  completely 
without  substantiation.  This  statement  will  not  stand  up  under 
public  scrutiny  unless  you  back  it  up  by  showing  how  you  arrived 
at  this    figure . 

animals:  Aside  from  your  artificial  construct  of  separating  out 
fish  from  other  animals,  your  agency  fails  to  consider  the 
tremendous  variety  of  animals  on  the  District.  You  mention  deer 
and  elk  use  of  clearcuts;  what  about  loss  of  nesting  habitat  for 
forest  birds  when  clear-cutting  occurs?  You  fail  to  discuss  the 
effects  of  loss  of  forest  feeding  niches  when  clear-cutting 
occurs.  You  fail  to  discuss  the  effects  your  proposal  will  have 
on  sight  distances  in  the  two  SYUs.  You  fail  to  discuss  thermal 
cover  requirements  of  animals  and  the  effects  your  proposal  will 
have  on  this  habitat  need.  You  fail  to  discuss  species  richness 
as  it  relates  to  habitat  diversity,  and  the  effects  your  proposed 
increased  clearcutting  (and  concommitant  emphasis  on  conifer 
monoculture)  will  have  in  reducing  species  diversity  on  managed 
areas  of  the  District.  You  fail  to  mention  microhabitat  changes 
that  will  certainly  accompany  your  proposed  changes  in  the  TMPs 
such  as  increased  loss  of  rotten  logs  and  fallen  litter  and  the 
invertebrate  and  vertebrate  fauna  that  inhabit  this  area  of  the 
forest-  Your  proposed  96%  increase  in  burning  in  the  district 
(see  my  letter  of  26  November  1984)  will  eliminate  dead  and  down 
habitats  at  an  accelerated  rate  across  the  District,  yet  you  fail 
to  even  mention  this  subject  in  the  Draft  SEIS-  What  effect  will 
this  130%  increase  in  annual  burned  acres  in  J-KSYU  (and  the  62% 
increase  in  burned  acres/year  in  JSYU)  have  on  those  wildlife 
species    inhabiting    forest    litter    lavers? 

The  original  ElSes  you  filed  for  these;  two  SYUs  considered 
the  effects  of  clearcutting  and  concommitant  site  preparation  on 
16%  of  District  lands.  Clearly,  your  agency  has  far' exceeded  9000 
acres  clearcut  and  has  proceeded  to  clearcut  acres  you  identified 
as  unsuitable  for  clearcutting  in  these  original  FEISes.  By 
clearcutting  over  20,000  acres  as  of  this  time,  your  agency  has 
exceeded  the  limits  of  the  studies  done  for  the  FEISes.  Your 
original  descriptions  of  wildlife,  fish,  air  quality,  soils, 
water  resources,  vegetation,  recreation,  cultural  resources, 
visual  resources,  and  special  areas  all  assumed  a  16% 
clearcutting  limit  on  the  District  and  were  written  to  describe 
the  effects  on  each  of  these  resources  if  such  a  limit  were 
adhered  to.  By  clearcutting  more  than  100%  above  the  described 
limits  in  the  FEISes,  you  invalidated  the  descriptive  aspects  of 
these  FEISes;  I  believe  your  agency  must  begin  anew  the  process 
of  gaining  public  approval  of  your  modified  timber  harvest  plans 
for  the  District-  Your  efforts  to  amend  the  FEISes  do  not 
adequately    describe    the    effect    your    proposed    increase    in 


clearcutting    (and    reduction    in    shs 
all    the   resources    of    the    District. 


Iter wood    cutting)    will    have    on 


In  summary,  I  have  shown  where  your  agency  has  failed  to 
adequately  represent  the  actual  impact  of  your  proposed  changes 
on  the  TMPs,  but  rather  has  intentionally  or  inadvertantly 
published  data  that  distorts  the  true  effect  these  changes  will 
have  on  the  two  SYUs.  I  have  shown  numerous  additional  examples 
where  your  proposed  changes  in  the  TMPs  of  the  two  SYUs  differ 
significantly  from  one  another,  and  I  have  reiterated  my 
objections  to  your  agency's  filing  one  SEIS  for  the  two  FEISes  on 
file  with  the  EPA.  I  have  summarized  mv  concerns  with  how  you 
treated  several  additional  subjects  in  the  Draft  SEIS  including: 
Soils  (Erosion,  Loss  of  Productivity),  Road  Construction,  Area  to 
be  Yarded,  Burning  for  Site  Preparation,  Water  Resources  (Yield), 
and  Animals.  It  is  my  hope  that  your  agency  will  address  these 
and  other  concerns  when  you  put  together  the  next  drafts  of  the 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statements  for  the  two  separate 
Sustained    Yield    Units. 

Sincerely 


Mark  Swisher 

copies: 

J.Keller 

C.Bratt 

M-Prevost,ONRC 

O.Swisher 
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Executive  Department 

155  COTTAGE  STREET  NE..  SALEM,  OREGON  97310 


December  11,  1984 


District   Manager 
Bureau   o£  Land  Management 
3040  Biddlc  Raad 
MsdtOtd.,    OR  97504 

SUBJECT;      Josephine/ Jackson-Klamath  Timber   Management 
0R841 031-041-4 

Thank   you    far    submiccing   your   draft    supplemental   Environmental, 
Impact    Statement,    for  State   of   Oregon    review  and   comment. 

Your    draft    was    referred    lo    the   appropriate    state   agencies    for 
risview.      There  were    no   comments- 

We   will    expect    to    receive   copies    of    the    final    statement    as    required 
by   Council    oi    Environmental    Quality   Guidelines. 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL   RELATIONS    DIVISION 


Clearinghouse    Coordina 
DS:bm 
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P.  O.  Box  1075 


79-7 


79-2 
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December  17,  198 


Grants  Pass,  OR.  97526         tf$»  _a> 

Mr.  Hugh  Shera,  District  Manager  ■] 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Hedford,  OR   97501 

Dear  Mr.  Shera: 

Re:   Proposed  Draft  Supplement  to  Josephine  and  Jackson/ 
Klamath  Timber  Management  EISs  (DSEIS) 

I.   Lack  of  Public  Participation  and  Good  Faith  Remedies 
The  DSEIS  Deficient  and  Inadequate. 

HEADWATERS  has  written  to  you  regarding  the  proposed 
draft  supplement  to  the  J  and  JKFES  on  two  previous  occasions 
Once  on  August  24,  1984  and  again  on  September  13,  1984    Both 
of  our  letters  requested  more  public  input  prior  to  the  Draft 
Supplement  being  released.   Our  September  13,  1984  letter  stated: 

"We  believe  the  changes  you  are  about  to  make  in  the 
existing  EISs  are  of  regional,  and  possibly  national 
significance.   The  fact  that  you  will  be  proposing  a 
very  significant  increase  in  the  amount  of  clearcut- 
ting  to  take  place  on  the  District  (56,000  vs.  9,000 
acres  in  ten  years)  gives  the  proposed  supplements 
significance  and  interest  beyond  the  local  level. 
Therefore,  'the  scope  of  public  participation  must  be 
at  the  same  level  of  significance  and  encompass  the 
broadest  public  involvement  to  insure  diversity  and 
to  reach  as  much  of  the  public  as  oossible.'   (BLM 
Manual  1601.1. B. 4) . 

In  announcements  to  the  press  you  have  claimed  that 
the  supplemental  EISs  are  being  prepared  as  a  result 
of  'perceived  differences'  between  the  public  and  the 
BLM.   To  our  knowledge,  none  of  the  public  interest 
groups  who  raised  the  issue  of  disparities  in  clear- 
cutting  has  been  invited  to  discussions  with  the  BLM. 
The  blm  Manual  calls  for  'public  participation  during 
all  phases'  of  the  planning  process,  and  a  planning 
process  that  "must  be  flexible  enough  to  adapt  to  sig- 
nificant public  concerns  interjected  into  the  planning 
process  at  any  point.'" 

You  have  rejected  our  suggestion  to  identify  other  sig- 
nificant issues  and  impacts  which  we  feel  should  have  been 
addressed  in  the  draft  document.   You  have  also  rejected  our 
wish  to  meet  with  you  and  become  a  "partner  in  the  planning  pro- 
cess." You  have  relegated  our  input  to  one  public  meeting  and 

review  and  comment"  on  the  DSEIS  based  only  on  issues  you  deem 
important.   We  consider  this  decision  on  your  part  as  lack  of 
good  faith  in  dealing  with  a  concerned  public.   Further,  your 
decision  not  to  discuss  in  the  DSEIS,  other  significant  issues 
and  impacts  associated  with  what  you  call  "perceived  differences" 
between  existing  timber  harvest  practices  and  those  described  in 
the  existing  timber  management  plans,  renders  the  DSEIS  deficient 
and  inadequate. 

I  Based  on  the  above  facts  and  contentions,  HEADWATERS 

believes  you  have  failed  "the  Bureau's  responsibility  to  insure 
that  all  interested  parties  are  involved  in  the  planning  process." 
(BLM  Manual  1601,  B-2)  .   Further,  you  have  failed  to  follow  or 
recognize  the  following  guidelines  from  the  BLM  Manual  or  NEPA 
requirements: 
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A.  You  have  failed  to  identify  all  of  the  signi- 
ficant issues  and  concerns  of  the  affected  public.   A  BLM 
news  release  states:   "Shera  said  only  the  environmental  im- 
pacts of  clearcutting  and  shelterwood  cutting  levels  will  be 
discussed  in  the  supplementary  analyses . " 

1.  How  did  you  determine  that  only  the 
impacts  of  clearcutting  and  shelter- 
wood  cutting  levels  would  be  discussed? 

2.  Why  was  the  DSEIS  limited  to  only  the 
impacts  of  clearcutting  and  shelter- 
wood  leaving  out  other  significant 
issues  and  concerns  (such  as  cumulative 
effects)  raised  by  citizen's  groups? 

B.  You  have  failed  to  assess  or  determine  the  . 
level  of  significance  of  the  proposed  DSEIS .   The  significance 
of  the  media  coverage,  consequences  of  the  decision,  publics 
affected,  legal  considerations,  and  the  major  concern  to  nation- 
al, state  and  local  organizations,  requires  that,  "the  scope  of 
public  participation  should  be  at  the  same  level  as  the  signifi- 
cance of  the  resource  decisions  proposed." 

1.   Why  did  blm  hold  only  one  public  meet- 
ing on  the  DSEIS  3  days  after  the 
document  was  distributed  despite  the 
BLM  Manual  guidelines  which  state,  "in 
general,  public  meetings  are  not  recom- 
mended for  initial  phases  of  public 
involvement?" 

C.  You  have  failed  to  develop  a  public  participa- 
tion plan  that  would  cover  "public  participation  during  all 
phases"  of  the  DSEIS  planning  (1601,  .7).   This  section  of  the 
BLM  Manual  recommends  that,  "all  efforts  should  be  made  to  remove 
any  obstacles  to  effective  public  input,"  and  that,  "considera- 
tion of  conflicting  public  opinions  must  not  be  avoided." 

1.  Why  did  you  or  your  staff  not  meet  with 
small  groups  of  concerned  citizens  for 
in-depth  discussions  when  they  offered 
to  meet  with  you  about  the  DSEIS? 

D.  You  have  failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements 

of  nepa  to  make  a  good  faith  determination  on  actions  that  signif- 
icantly affects  the  quality  of  the  human  environment.   BLM  now 
admits  they  are  well  on  their  way  into  clearcutting  acreage  600 
percent  beyond  their  present  guidelines  and  that  their  shelterwood 
harvest  system  has  failed.   BLM  has  failed  to  study  these  and 
associated  problems  in-depth  and  all  the  resulting  significant 
environmental  effects  as  required  by  NEPA. 

1.  Why  did  you  not  consider  a  new  or 
supplemental  EIS  when  the  public 
pointed  out  your  departure  from  policy 
covered  in  the  EIS's  at  least  a  year 
ago? 

2.  Did  you  consider  clearcutting  the 
projected  55,000  acres  without  inform- 
ing the  public  or  preparing  a  Supple- 
mental Impact  Statement? 

E.  HEADWATERS  is  very  concerned  that  there  has  been 
little  opportunity  for  the  public  to  raise  questions  or  get  them 
answered  correctly.   We  refer  specifically  to  the  lone  public 
meeting  of  November  13,  1984,  where  participants  had  only  five 
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minutes  to  speak  and  the  BLM  panel  could  not  answer  all  of 
the  direct  questions.   Therefore,  we  would  appreciate  candid 
answers  to  all  of  the  enclosed  questions  and  contentions  since 
this  is  our  last  opportunity  for  planned  public  review  and 
comment. 


II. 


The  Proposed  DSEIS  Violates 
Guidelines  on  Clearcutting 


the  Adopted  Church 
tnd  the  J  and  JKF ES ' 
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BLM  must  conduct  its  timber  harvesting  activities  in 
compliance  with  the  Church  Guidelines  on  Clearcutting.  (C.G.C.) 

and  the  EIS's.   Both  documents  are  explicit: 

A.   "Clearcutting  should  not  be  used  .  .  ,  where: 
Soil,  slope  or  other  watershed  conditions  are  fragile  and  subject 
to  major  injury. " 

The  C.G.C.  were  interpreted  in  the  EIS's  and  result- 
ed in:  "Approximately  16  percent  (26  percent  in  Josephine)  of 
high  intensity  lands  possess  soil,  topographic,  and  climatic 
conditions  suitable  for  clearcut  harvest  technique  ..." 
Nowhere  in  the  DSEIS  has  BLM  shown  that  the  above  percentages  of 
land  suitable  for  clearcutting  has  changed.   1'et,  BLM  is  contem- 
plating the  actual  clearcutting  of  55,300  acres  and  the  virtual 
clearcutting  (overstory  removal)  of  an  additional  46,000  acres. 
BLM  is  now  saying  that  95  percent  of  their  high  intensity  lands 
are  suitable  for  clearcut. 


19-12 


1. 


Why  has  BLM  not  discussed  this  percentage 
discrepancy  or  the  remarkable  change  in 
lands  suitable  for  clearcut  in  the  DSEis? 


B.  "Clearcutting  should  not  be  used  as  a  cutting 
method  on  Federal  Areas  where  there  is  no  assurance  that  the 

area  can  be  adequately  restocked  within  five  years  after  harvest. " 

HEADWATERS  contends  that  BLM's  reforestations  records 
indicate  that  they  have  not  been  able  to  establish  a  stand  of 
trees  on  a  large  part  of  their  high  intensitv  lands  within  the 
required  five  year  period.   This  failure  to  establish  regenera- 
tion within  five  years  is  clearly  a  violation  of  the  C.G.C.   Our 
contention  is  reinforced  by  BLM's  admission  that  they  are  well  on 
their  way  (15,600  acres)  into  destroying,  by  clearcutting,  the 
present  regeneration  growing  under  41,800  shelterwood  acres.   This 
fact  alone  should  be  ample  proof  that  BLM  has  failed  to  regenerate 
a  large  part  of  their  lands  in  the  required  five  year  period. 

1.  Why  has  BLM  failed  to  discuss  the 
destruction  of  such  a  significant  amount 
of  regeneration  and  the  failure  of  their 
shelterwood  harvest  system  in  the  DSEIS? 

2.  Will  the  destruction  of  all  this  regener- 
ation (41,300  acres) have  an  affect  on  the 
allowable  cut? 

C.  "Clearcutting  should  not  be  used  where  aesthetic 
values  outweigh  other  considerations." 

BLM's  Visual  Resource  Management  guidelines  may  be 
suitable  for  the  casual  visitor  to  an  area,  but  these  guidelines 
fail  to  measure  the  effects  clearcutting  will  have  on  people  who 
live  within  the  viewshed  of  a  timber  sale,  and  for  whom  the 
daily  exposure  is  not  acceptable.   For  these  people,  the  aesthetic 
values  outweigh  many  other  considerations,  indeed  for  many  it  is 
the  sole  determining  factor  in  where  they  live. 
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HEADWATERS  contends  that  all  past  clearcutting  in 
.reas  on  the  adjacent  Forest  Service  lands,  and  on 
nt  private  lands  is  unacceptable  visual  resource  manage- 

BLM  must  consider  the  impacts  of  the  clearcuts  made 
to  the  acceptance  of  the  C.G.C.  which  are  still  clearly 

throughout  the  watersheds.   The  units  proposed  for 
utting,  and  much  of  the  proposed  road  construction  fail 

these  cumulative  visual  impacts.   Sy  its  own  admis- 
BLM  is  exceeding  the  VRM  contrast  rating  in  many  clearcuts. 
reliance  on  this  level  of  clearcut  harvest  makes  a  mockerv 
thetic  value  considerations. 


If  trees  could  be  grown  quickly  in  this  area,  the 
visual  impacts  of  clearcuts  would  be  of  short  duration.   However, 
the  facts  clearly  indicate  that  this  is  not  the  case;  regenera- 
tion is  slow,  difficult,  and  sometimes  totally  unsuccessful. 
The  enlarging  panorama  of  denuded  slopes  is  becoming  apoarent 
to  residents  and  tourists  alike. 

1.   Why  does  BLM  not  discuss  the  public's 
significant  concerns  over  the  proposed 
visual  impacts  in  the  DSEIS? 

D.   "Clearcutting  should  not  be  used  as  a  cutting 
method  on  Federal  Areas  where  the  method  is  preferred  onlv  because 
it  will  give  the  greatest  dollar  return  or  the  greatest  unit  out- 
put. " 

It  is  obvious  that  the  only  way  that  BLM  can  make 
these  timber  sales  attractive  to  bidders  is  to  offer  large  clear- 
cut  units  for  sale.   This  dollar  incentive  method  is  the  only  way 
BLM  can  develop  these  problem  sites  and  fund  roadways  into 
presently  roadless  areas  for  future  harvesting.   Other  harvesting 
methods  are  too  costly  to  produce  an  economic  return  from  sites 
with  a  low  capacity  to  produce  timber.   This  is  because  other 
harvesting  methods  require  many  more  moves  and  much  setting  up 
of  expensive  yarding  equipment,  while  yielding  less  board  foot- 
age of  timber  per  unit.   The  tractor  yarding  alternative  is  also 
not  feasible  because  of  steep  slopes  and  other  environmental 
impacts  that  would  be  impossible  to  mitigate.   BLM  therefore 
designs  these  virtually  total  clearcut  sales  to  pay  for  site 
development  and  road  building.   This  site  development  and  road 
building  is  at  the  expense  of  very  significant  impacts  on  the 
environment.   The  further  the  BLM  moves  into  these  difficult,  steep 
and  sensitive  watersheds,  the  more  expensive  becomes  the  harvest- 
ing, road  building,  mitigation  and  reforestation  practices.   But 
BLM  cannot  circumvent  or  break  the  law  by  designing  sales  that 
have  to  get  the  "greatest  dollar  return"  or  "greatest  unit  output" 
so  they  can  get  to  nearly  inaccessible  stands  of  timber. 

HEADWATERS  believes  the  DSEIS  is  inadequate  in  that 
it  does  not  provide  any  economic  analysis  of  the  proposed  action. 
If  not  a  "greater  dollar  return"  or  "greater  unit  output";  what 
great  revelation  came  to  BLM  to  cause  them  to  abandon*  their 
shelterwood  harvest  plan  and  proceed  to  clearcut  virtually  every 
aCTO.  immediately  after  accepting  their  present  EIS's? 

E.   "Clearcutting  should  be  used  only  where  it  is 
determined  to  be  silviculturally  essential  to  accomplish  the 
relevant  forest  management  objectives  .  .  .  the  size  of  the  clear- 
cut  blocks  .  .  .  are  kept  at  the  minimum  necessary  ..." 

The  C.G.C.  restrict  the  use  of  clearcutting  to  places 
"where  it  is  determined  to  be  silviculturally  essential  to  accom- 
plish the  relevant  forest  management  objectives."  The  BLM  has 
not  shown  in  any  of  their  documents  concerning  timber  sales  that 


42 


19-14 


were  available  to  us  that  clearcutting  is  silviculturally 
essential,  nor  has  BLM  shown  that  the  size  of  clearcut  blocks 
has  been  kept  to  a  minimum.   The  BLM  has  made  no  determina- 
tion nor  set  any  standard  in  the  EA's  or  silvicul tural  pres- 
criptions to  show  that  clearcutting  is  silviculturally  essen- 
tial.  Some  standard  must  be  met  or  circumstances  proven  before 
clearcutting  is  planned,  particularly  where  the  effects  of 
clearcutting  are  known  to  have  such  adverse  effects  on  other 
resources.   BLM  has  not  justified  clearcutting  within  the  pro- 
posed sale  areas  on  the  basis  of  silvicultural  necessity.   The 
size  of  clearcut  blocks,  patches  or  strips  are  not  kept  "at 
the  minimum  necessary  to  accomplish  silvicultural  and  other 
multiple-use  forest  management   objectives."   BLM  is  placing 
overstory  removal  (clearcut  for  visual  purposes)  units  adjacent 
to  clearcut  units.   This  policy  increases  the  size  of  BLM's 
clearcut  blocks  well  beyond  J,  JK-FES  and  VRM  guidelines. 

1.   Is  BLM  cognizant  of  the  fact  that  VRM 

and  EIS  guidelines  are  disregarded  on 
almost  every  timber  sale  for  the  above 

reason? 

F.   Shelterwood  cuts  are  in  violation  of  EIS's 
and  C.G.c. 

BLM  proposes  to  depart  significantly  from  the 
provisions  of  the  EIS's  on  the  amount  of  stand  basal  area  to  be 
left  in  the  regeneration  cut  of  a  two-stage  shelterwood  system. 
The  EIS's  studied  the  impacts  of  removing  no  more  than  60  per- 
cent of  the  stand  basal  area,  yet  the  proposed  "shelterwood" 
cuts  will  remove  far  in  excess  of  this  amount. 

BLM's  DSEIS  is  disregarding  the  parameters  outlined 
in  the  EIS's  concerning  the  basal  area  left  in  regeneration  cuts 
(shelterwood) .   The  significance  of  this  action  makes  the  har- 
vesting of  every  timber  sale  a  virtual  clearcut  in  terms  of 
impact  on  the  environment  and  thereby  violating  most  of  the 
policy  guidelines  adopted  by  the  Church  Subcommittee  and  BLM. 
BLM's  new  district-wide  policy  of  leaving  only  eight  to  twelve 
trees  per  acre  or  less  and  then  burning  and  gross  yarding  these 
acres  makes  all  their  timber  sale  harvests  resemble  clearcuts 
immediately.   In  addition  to  leaving  fewer  trees  per  acre  than 
the  EIS's  designate,  BLM  is  concluding  that  all  of  their  "high 
intensity  lands"  are  suitable  for  clearcut  despite  the  fact  that 
the  EIS's  state  that  only  16  and  26  percent  of  the  forest  lands 
are  suitable  for  clearcutting. 

BLM  is  basing  their  significant  change  in  trees  left 
standing  in  the  overstory  mainly  on  "operational  experience" 
showing  damage  to  planted  understory.   Successful  overstory  re- 
moval is  directly  related  to  care  taken  by  the  logger,  yarding 
system  used,  the  size,  direction  and  sliding  of  felled  trees, 
and  many  other  important  factors.   HEADWATERS  believes  BLM's 
change  in  harvest  methods  is  directly  related  to  "greatest  dollar 
return"  and  "greatest  unit  output"  rather  than  damage  to  the 
understory.   BLM  has  not  shown  any  conclusive  evidence  that  the 
shelterwood  system  as  outlined  in  the  EIS's  has  failed.   Further, 
BLM  has  not  provided  any  discussion  in  the  DSEIS  as  to  how  much 
damage  to  the  understory  will  result  using  the  proposed  shelter- 
wood  system  vs.  the  older  shelterwood  system. 

We  also  question  how  BLM  can  tell  that  their  two 
stage  shelterwood  system  has  failed  when  they  just  started  it 
five  years  ago  and  it  takes  five  years  before  the  regeneration 
is  established  under  the  trees  to  be  removed. 
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G.   Multidisciplinary  reviews,  clearcut  blocks 
and  timber  sale  contracts  are  inadequa  lie . 

A  multidisciplinary  review  has  not  always  "been 
made  of  the  potential  environmental,  biological,  aesthetic, 
engineering  and  economic  impacts  on  each  sale  area  to  be  clear- 
cut."   This  lack  of  review  of  important  surveys  and  reports 
by  multidisciplinary  team  members  is  typical  of  BLM  timber  sales. 
Further,  records  of  multidisciplinary  review  are  not  being  kept 
or  are  so  poorly  kept  that  it  is  impossible  for  the  public  to 
determine  how  much  of  a  review  is  actually  being  accomplished. 

BLM  is  failing  to  keep  "clearcut  blocks,  patches 
or  strips,  ...  in  all  cases,  shaped  and  blended  as  much  as 
19"  16    I  possible  with  the  natural  terrain."   BLM's  clearcuts  throughout 
|  the  District  stand  out  like  the  proverbial  sore  thumb. 

Timber  sale  contracts  do  not  contain  requirements 
to  assure  that  all  possible  measures  are  taken  to  minimize  or 
avoid  adverse  environmental  impacts  of  timber  harvesting."   BLM 
is  relying  on  timber  sale  administrators  to  insure  that  environ- 
mental measures  are  considered  rather  than  placing  "all  possible 
measures"  in  the  timber  sale  contracts. 

elm  has  failed  to  consider  the  above  departures 
from  the  C.G.C.  in  the  DSEIS. 

H.   Allowable  harvest  must  be  reviewed. 

BLM  is  exceeding  their  allowable  harvest  limits  by 
failing  to  fully  implement  some  of  their  intensive  management 
practices.   BLM  has  been  unable  to  use  herbicides  on  the  District 
to  control  competing  vegetation  or  for  site  preparation  as  re- 
quired in  the  EIS's  for  the  past  2k   years.   Further,  BLM  has 
failed  to  accomplish  the  fertilization,  planting  and  other  site 
preparation  and  conifer  release  acres  as  outlined  in  the  EIS's 
to  maintain  their  present  allowable  harvest  levels.   BLM  has 
exceeded  their  original  allowable  harvest  (223  MBF)  limit  every 
year  since  the  EIS's  were  accepted.   But  they  have  failed  to 
reduce  the  allowable  harvest  in  proportion  to  the  intensive 
management  practices  not  accomplished . 

BLM  claims  that  their  allowable  cut  "has  been  re- 
duced because  some  intensive  management  practices  outlined  in 
the  allowable  harvest  plan  have  not  been  implemented."   HEADWATERS 
does  not  understand  how  BLM  can  reduce  their  allowable  cut  on 
paper  and  then  proceed  to  cut  in  excess  of  that  allowable  cut 
each  year.   The  combined  intensive  management  practices  are  pur- 
ported to  increase  the  allowable  harvest  by  approximately  50  per- 
cent, yet  there  is  no  evidence  that  such  an  increase  can  be  jus- 
tified.  BLM  has  not  disclosed,  as  required  by  NEPA,  how  these 
major  gains  in  timber  growth  and  harvest  have  been  calculated 

r  continue  to  be  calculated  in  the  face  of  reduced  or  non-use. 
Further,  BLM  must  reduce  their  allowable  harvest  based  on  the 
15,600  acres  of  regeneration  they  have  destroyed  in  clearcutting 
shelterwood  units  in  violation  of  the  EIS's,  prior  to  submitting 
the  DSEIS. 

BLM  has  failed  to  consider  a  review  of  their  allowa- 
ble harvest  in  the  DSEIS  despite  significant  reasons  for  doing 
so  as  outlined  above. 

The  CG.C.    states:   "Increases  in  allowable  cut 
based  on  intensified  management  practices  such  a  reforestation, 
thinning,  tree  improvement  and  the  like  should  be  made  only  upon 
demonstration  that  such  practices  justify  increased  allowable 
harvests  and  there  is  assurance  that  such  practices  are  satis- 
factorily funded  for  continuation  to  completion." 
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not  discussed. 


Why  has  BLM  not  disclosed  how  these  major 
gains  in  timber  growth  have  been  calcula- 
ted, or  continue  to  be  calculated  in  the 
face  of  reduced  or  non-use? 

Other  deviations  from  the  EIS's  and  MFP's  i 


itable. 


BLM 
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■  „   ,  ,      BLM  is  clearcutting  lands  which  the  EIS's  direct 
■should  never  be  harvested  in  this  fashion.   The  DSEIS  has 
l?^e?JV05Si?ar  =le"™ttin9  on  low  intensity  management 
| land  and  lands  determined  by  the  Operations  Inventory  as  un- 
"  disregarded  the  following  guidelines: 

"Clearcutting  would  be  emDloyed  only  on 
high  intensity  lands  and  then  only  on  areas 
determined  by  the  operations  inventory  to 
be  suitable."  (JK-FES  1-28) 

"So  final  harvest  cutting  is  anticipated  on 
w  Intensity  Lands  during  the  proposal 


eriod. 


(JK-FES  1-29) 
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3.  "Inasmuch  as  harvest  from  Low  Intensity  Lands 
is  a  trial  program  for  one  decade  only,  de- 
signed to  generate  specific  information, 
harvest  would  not  take  place  where  resource 
conflict  situations  are  identified.   Adeouate 
non-conflict  areas  are  available  to  allow 
this  program  to  proceed  as  planned  during  the 
decade." (JK-FES  1-19  and  MFP  T-2.1) 

4.  "Due  to  harsh  site  conditions,  clearcutting 
would  probably  convert  such  areas  to  non-com- 
mercial forest  classification.   A  two-stage 
shelterwood  system  would  be  employed. " 
(JK-FES  pp.  1-24) 

th„™       Why  does  BLM  continue  to  clearcut  these  lands  when 
there  is  specific  direction  to  do  otherwise? 

III.   BLM  has  Discarded  the  C.G.C.  in  Violation  of  NEPA. 

.„„   , .    HEADWATERS  contends  that  BLM  has  taken  the  position 
that  all  commercial  forest  land  in  the  Medford  district  can  be 
S?""'  ."'   offeJ  "  P5oof  th0  £°«g°ing  section  II  and  the 
sh°eerp?ovi£dIdrby  ST.    ""  ^  *"*   °"  ■""•  "A  *"*   ""*** 

1.  Total  clearcut  acres  -  55,300 

2.  Final  harvest  acres  -  33,700 
(overstory  removal) -clearcut 
for  visual  purposes 

3.  Regeneration  cut  acres  -  12,300 
(receiving  final  harvest 

within  the  decade) 

A.      Proposed  regeneration  cut  acres  -  5,000 
(only  8-12  small  trees  per 
acre-virtually  clearcut) 

,,         BLM  has  not  disclosed  that  they  are  clearcuttinq 
all  commercial  forest  land  and  discarding  the  adopted  c.G  C  in 
violation  of  NEPA. 


IV.   The  Josephine  and  Jackson/Klamath  FES's  are 

Deficient  and  Inadequate  and  Therefore  Unsuitable 
for  Assessing,  Typing,  or  Comparing  the  Environmen- 
tal Impacts 

I  BLM  has  not  considered  the  fact  that  the  possibility 

that  the  ten-year  timber  management  plans,  to  which  they  have 
tied  the  DSEIS,  are  deficient  and  inadequate  and  no  longer  suit- 
able as  NEPA  documents.  The  EIS's  were  suDposed  to  provide  over- 
all timber  management  planning  for  the  decade.  But  we  will  show 
in  this  section  how  BLM  has  totally  discarded  the  approved  EIS's 
alternative  and  many  of  the  Els' a  necessary  and  inroortant  guide- 
lines to  protect  the  environment. 

A.   Deficiencies  and  unresolved  problems  of  the  EIS's. 

u     .ro.™.™™?1*  Noveraber  1*  1979  appeal  of  the  Josephine  EIS 
by  HEADWATERS  and  other  groups  indicated  that  at  the  outset, 
these  EIS's  were  thought  to  be  inadequate  and  unlawful.   The  list 
Oi.  problems  has  now  grown  to  include  the  following: 

1.   Intensive  management:   The  Management  Plans 
assume  that  a  number  of  intensive  management 
practices  will  be  implemented,  including 
thinning,  planting,  herbicides  and  fertiliza- 
tion.  Our  preliminary  investigation  shows 
that  the  District  has  fallen  short  on  most  of 
these  and  that  the  allowable  cut  mav  have  to 
be  adjusted. 

2'   Fertilization:   Aside  from  falling  short,  the 
Plans  assume  that  fertilization  would  result 
in  a  22  percent  increase  in  growth.   Our  pre- 
liminary investigation  indicates  that  10 
percent  is  much  more  likely. 
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index:  The  BLM  says  that  high 
s  in  the  Josephine  Unit  average 
~  the  J-K  average  80  percent 


Stand  density 

intensity  land 

73  percent  and 

of  normal  stand  density  index.  ^However,  - 

number  of  questionable  assumptions  were  made 

in  calculating  these  figures,  biasing  the 

analysis  to  well-stocked  stands. 

Thinning:   The  Plans  assume  precommercial  and 
commercial  thinning  will  increase  productivity 
by  36  percent.   This  is  justified  because 
D-FIT  is  inapplicable  because  it  assumes  stands 
to  be  precommercially  thinned  are  suopressed. 
Thinning  thus  results  in  additional  height 
growth.   But  BLM  inventory  instructions  specify 
that  non-suppressed  stands  are  to  be  used  for 
site  measurements,  which  means  no  additional 
height  growth  can  be  expected. 

Economics:   Our  preliminary  investigation 
shows  that  some  timber  sales  lose  money  today 
and  that  most  land  will  produce  a  minisculc 
rate  of  return  when  managed  for  timber  in  the 
future.   BLM  also  fails  to  conduct  an  environ- 
mental cost  benefit  analysis  of  their  timber 
sales. 

Reforestation:   BLM's  reforestation  records 
indicate  that  they  have  not  been  able  to 
establish  a  stand  of  trees  on  a  large  part  of 
their  high  intensity  lands  within  the  required 


44 


19-23 


19-24 
19-25 

19-26    I 

19-27   I 

79-28    | 
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five  year  period.   This  failture  to  estab- 
lish regeneration  within  five  years  is 
clearly  a  violation  of  the  EIS's  and  other 
guidelines.   BLM  must  consider  lowering 
their  allowable  cut  because  of  these  fail- 
ures and  the  fact  that  they  have  destroyed 
15,600  acres  of  regeneration  by  clearcutting 
shelterwood  stands  since  the  EIS's  were 
approved. 

Wildlife:   The  following  specific  revisions  of 
the  EIS's  are  needed  relating  to  wildlife: 

-  Ecosystem  management  as  discussed  in  other 
O&C  Districts.   (See  South  Coast  Curry  Final 

EIS  Appendix  K) 

-  Revised  spotted  owl  guidelines.  1000  acres 
minimum  old-growth  habitat  in  SOMA's  (Spotted 

Owl  Management  Areas) 

-  No  planned  timber  harvest  in  old-growth 
management  areas  or  SOMA'S  for  next  decade 
pending  research 

-  No  mortality  salvage  in  soma's  old-growth 
habitats,  TFCC  (fragile  soil  areas)  riparian 
2ones  or  other  lands  not  in  the  intensive 
timber  base. 

-  Riparian  zones  should  be  completely  withdrawn 
from  timber  base- 

-  Certain  old-growth  habitats  should  be  with- 
drawn from  timber  base  for  elk  thermal  cover. 

-  Experimental  re-growth  areas  for  elk  thermal 
cover  should  be  done  over  the  next  100-200 
year  period  to  see  how  effective  this  may  be. 
However,  this  is  of  little  or  no  use  for 
today's  elk  herds,  only  existing  old-growth 
timber  can  suffice. 

-  Manage  for  the  60  1   population  level  of 
cavity  dwelling  wildlife  species  over  the 
entire  forest  base. 

-  Specifically  how  do  Church  Report  guidelines 
affect  wildlife  habitat  management? 

-  Implement  road  closures  as  mitigation  for 

elk  and  other  wildlife  as  defined  in  ORS  498.152 

-  The  BLM  should  be  responsible  for  funding 
the  cost  of  gates,  law  enforcement  personnel, 
etc.  for  road  closure  program  as  mitigation 
cost.  (See  South  Coast  Curry  FEIS  pp.  3-29) 

-  What  is  the  interrelationship  between  forage 
seeding  for  wildlife  and  sheep  grazing  and 
herbicides  in  light  of  Alsea  Ranger  District 
and  Medford  District  work?   How  quantitatively 
does  this  affect  the  need  for  herbicides  on 
Medford  District.   What  specific  criteria 

are  used  to  judge  whether  forage  seeding  or 
herbicides  should  be  used? 
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-  In  the  revision  above,  an  answer  that  site 
specific  ea's  will  be  done  is  not  an  adequate 
answer.   BLM  must  have  some  criteria  for 
judgement  or  else  they  are  being  arbitrary . 

-  Do  forage  seeding  for  elk  and  deer,  and  main- 
tain some  permanent  openings  of  forage  in 
heavily  forested  areas 

-  Protect  the  nest  trees  and  a  significant 
buffer  zone  around  them  for  hawks,  eagles, 
owls,  and  ospreys.   Do  not  conduct  timber 
harvest  in  the  buffer  zone.   Adjacent  to  the 
buffer  zone  do  not  allow  human  activity 
during  the  nesting  season. 

Socioeconomic  Conditions:   Local  revenues  from 
forest  timber  receipts  have  continued  to  drop 
for  the  past  few  years  and  are  having  a  major 
impact  on  Medford  District  county  budgets.   About 
6,000  lumber  and  sawmill  workers  have  been  laid 
off  in  the  northwest  in  the  past  year  resulting 
in  local  impacts  on  the  economy  and  drastic  situ- 
ations for  many  families.   At  the  same  time, 
tourism  in  the  Medford  District  area  increased 
from  3  to  30  percent  over  the  past  year. 

The  EIS's  no  longer  adequately  reflect  the  short 
and  long  term  effects  of  the  proposed  timber 
harvests.   The  EIS's  expected  increases  in  stum- 
page  prices  that  did  not  take  place.   Also  the 
increased  interest  of  BLM's  neighbors  relating 
to  timber  harvest  practices,  the  declining  county 
revenues,  and  the  surplus  of  timber  that  is 
presently  flooding  the  market  are  all  significant 
and  unaddressed  issues. 

Failed  Shelterwoods:   BLM  seems  to  have  known 
even  before  the  EIS's  were  implemented  that  the 
shelterwood  harvest  system  seemed  to  be  failing. 
Yet  without  data  or  public  input,  thousands  of 
shelterwood  acres  were  ordered  by  BLM  to  be  clear- 
cut  in  their  timber  sales.   This  alleged  failure 
of  tens  of  thousands  of  shelterwood  acres  has 
never  been  analyzed  in  an  EIS  supplement  or 
allowed  to  be  considered  by  the  public.   BLM's 
arbitrary  clearcut  management  policy  of  impacts 
and  citizens  be  damned,  is  a  serious  and  signi- 
ficant deviation  that  renders  the  major  portion 
of  the  EIS's  meaningless. 

Cumulative  Impacts:   BLM's  contention  that  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  all  proposed  timber  sales 
are  addressed  in  the  EIS's  is  erroneous.   BLM  is 
failing  to  assess  the  cumulative  impacts  of  each 
orooosed  timber  sale  based  on  the  above  conten- 
tion, despite  the  fact  that  the  EIS's  are  not 
site  specific  enough  documents. 

Environmental  Assessments:   The  EIS's  fail  to 
provide  complete  guidelines  for  the  preparation 
of  Environmental  Assessments.   Most  of  BLM's 
Environmental  Assessments  are  deficient  and  in- 
adequate as  NEPA  documents.   BLM's  failure  to 
consider  significantly  detailed  alternatives 
which  afford  a  basis  for  comparison  of  problems 
involved  with  the  proposed  actions,  is  just  one 
major  shortcoming.  (See  The  Humpy  Mountain  Timber 
Sale  Appeal-IBLA  84-351  -  for  additional  short- 
comings) . 
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B.   Discarding  of  Guidelines 

As  we  stated  in  the  previous  section,  blm  started 
to  disregard,  alter,  or  discard  the  EIS's  guidelines  almost  as 
soon  as  they  were  approved.   Further,  BLM  has  adopted  a  policy 
of  reducing  the  effectiveness  of  a  guideline  by  a  memo  process 
when  the  public  suggests  that  they  should  he  followed.  " BLM 
can  disregard  all  EIS  guidelines  on  one  hand  and  then  quote 
from  them  when  it  suits  their  purposes,   blm  has  taken  an  arbi- 
trary position  with  regard  to  following  the  EIS's  guidelines. 
We  will  now  show  how  deficient  and  inadequate  the  DESIS  is, 
based  on  the  following  disregarded,  altered,  or  discarded  BIS 
and  other  guidelines. 

*■  Church  Guidelines:  The  BLM,  in  their  JKFES  and 
J/K  FES  reiterated  the  BLM  general  policy  of  adopt- 
ing the  Church  Guidelines  on  Clearcutting  by  adopt- 
ing them  again  in  the  following  language  set  out  on 
page  1-3  of  the  J/K  FES: 

"BLM  has  adopted  the  policy  guidelines  for 
timber  management  contained  in  the  Senate 
Subcommittee  on  Public  Lands  Report  of  1972 
entitled  'Clearcutting  on  Federal  Timber 
Lands.'"  (See  section  II  for  relevant  parts) 

The  slm's  EIS's  gave  citizens  assurances  that  the 
Church  Guidelines  on  Clearcutting  would  be  followed 
in  the  J/K  FES  (similar  in  JFES) : 


19-39 


when  BLM  inserted 


"clearcutting  of  high  intensity  lands  would 
average  400  acres  per  year  during  the  propo- 
sal period,  (ten  years)"  (pp.  1-29) 


"Approximately  4,000  acres  (400  acres  per 
year)  would  be  clearcut  in  the  JKSYUs  under 
the  proposed  action."  (pp.  3-21) 

"Clearcutting  would  be  employed  only  on  high 
Intensity  lands  and  then  only  on  areas 
determined  by  the  Operations  Inventory  to 
be  suitable."  (JK  FES  1-28) 

"Approximately  16  percent  of  the  high  in- 
tensity lands  (within  the  Jackson/Klamath 
Sustained  Yield  Unit)  possess  soil,  topo- 
graphic and  climatic  conditions  suitable  for 
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clearcut  harvest  techniques, 
(pp.  1-8) 


(Emphasis  added) 


"Due  to  harsh  site  conditions,  clearcutting 
would  probably  convert  such  areas  to  non- 
commercial forest  classification.   A  two- 
stage  shelterwood  system  would  be  employed." 
(Low  Intensity  Lands  J/K  FES  1-24) 

"No  final  harvest  cutting  is  anticipated  on 
Low  Intensity  Lands  during  the  proposal 
period."   (JK-FES  1-29) 

"Inasmuch  as  harvest  from  Low  Intensity  Lands 
is  a  trial  program  for  one  decade  only,  de- 
signed to  generate  specific  information, 
harvest  would  not  take  place  where  resource 


conflict  situations  are  identified.   Adequate 
non-conflict  areas  are  available  to  allow 
this  program  to  proceed  as  planned  during  the 
decade."  (JK-FES  1-19  and  MFP  T-2.1) 


BLM  has 
lines . 


broken  and  discarded  all  of  the  above  guide 


2.   Management  Framework  Plan:   The  Record  of 
Decision  (ROD]  signed  by  the  District  Manager  on 
April  4,  1980  and  by  the  State  Director  of  BLM  on 
May  13,  1930  adopted  the  Jackson/Klamath  Timber 
Management  Plan.   Furthermore,  it  adopted  and  im- 
plemented the  applicable  land  use  decisions  con- 
tained in  the  Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP)  which 
provides  on  T-l.3,  Step  3  in  relevant  part: 

"Decision" 


"SYU  Timber  Management  Environmental 
Statement .   Harvesting  will  be  done 
within  the  guidelines  listed  in  the  above 
Multiple  Use  Recommendation  .  .  "  w 
(Multiple  Use  Recommendation  means  alternative 
3B  of  the  JK  FES  and  Section  T-l.l  of  the 
Management  Framework  Plan) . 

Blm  has  chosen  to  disregard  many  of  the  guidelines 
in  this  section  of  the  MFP   Specifically,  guide- 
lines continue  to  be  broken  in  Sections" T-l . 1 ,  1.2, 
1.3,  1.4,  1.5,  2.1,  2.2,  and  6.2.  (Emphasis  added). 

3-   Shelterwood  Harvest:   "The  Regeneration  cut 
of  a  shelterwood  harvest  would  remove  from  30  to 
60  percent  of  the  original  stand  basal  area. 
Maximum  removal  on  south  or  west  slones  would  be 
50  percent."  (J/K  FES  1-28). 

BLM  has  claimed  that  the  percentages  placed  in  the 
EIS's  as  an  estimated  amount  of  stand  basal  area  to 
be  removed  were  never  intended  to  be  "criteria 
against  which  harvest  units  are  analyzed."  This 
rationale  virtually  makes  the  EIS's  two-stage  shelter- 
wood  silvicultural  system  of  no  value  for  regenera- 
tion.  All  of  the  arguments  BLM  is  making  in  favor 
of  leaving  so  few  trees  on  shelterwood  sites  (i.e. 
too  much  shade,  logging  considerations,  damage  to 
residual  trees,  etc.!  are  resulting  in  a  significant 
change  in  harvest  and  regeneration  methods.   These 
significant  changes  'indicate  that  the  two-stage 
shelterwood  harvest  system  described  and  analyzed  in 
the  EIS's  is  not  being  used. 

Further,  BLM  is  no  longer  using  stand  basal  area  to 
determine  how  much  wood  should  be  removed  from  an 
area,  but  rather,  8  to  12  trees  per  acre  as  the 
criteria.   Leaving  8  to  12  trees  per  acre  may  sound 
adequate  but  in  practice  they  are  8-12  pole  size 
trees  with  little  or  no  crown  and  may  easily  blow 
down. 

4 .   Other  Guideline  Violations : 


Planting  -  "Final  harvest  would  not  take 
place  until  adequate  stocking  is  achieved." 
(JK  FES  1-35) 
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Cultural  Resources  -  BLH  has  changed 
the  Class  III  Cultural  Resources  Inven- 
tory requirement  of  the  JK-FES  into  a 
Class  II  survey.   This  change  means  that 
a  Cultural  Resources  survey  that  once 
took  150  hours  can  now  take  only  3  to  6 
hours. 

Visual  Resources  -  blm  has  also  made  a 
significant  departure  from  the  JK-FES 
Visual  Resource  Guidelines  (VRM) .   VRM 
Class  III  guidelines  may  now  be  exceeded 
by  50  percent.   Other  significant  devia- 
tions occur  in  VRM  for  every  BLM  timber 
sale  because  of  BLH's  over  clearcutting 
and  extensive  overstory  removal  harvest 
methods . 

BLM's  Appeal  Regulations  (43  CFR  Part  500 
Subpart  5003)  -  These  new  regulations  re- 
duce the  public's  opportunities  to  protest 
forest  management  decisions  and  are  illegal 
for  the  following  reasons : 

1)  The  time  allowed  to  file  protests 

(15  days  after  the  announced  decision 
to  sell)  is  not  adequate  to  file  a 
Statement  of  Reasons. 

2)  BLM's  only  requirement  to  publish  a 
notice  of  decision  or  notice  of  sale 
in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation 
is  not  adequate  public  notification. 

3)  The  fact  that  filing  a  notice  of  appeal 
does  not  stay  the  implementation  of  a 
decision  makes  a  mockery  of  the  public's 
"opportunity  to  protest  such  decisions." 

BLM's  fee  changes  and  failure  to  disclose 
information  to  the  public  -  BLM  has  recently 
changed  their  fees  for  acquiring  copies  of 
records  from  BLM.   Further,  BLM  has  recently 
forced  members  of  HEADWATERS  to  go  through 
the  Freedom  of  Information  Act  process  to 
acquire  timber/ sale  documents  that  should  be 
available  to  the  public.   BLM's  recent 
actions  indicate  a  fear  of  the  public.   The 
extent  to  which  this  fear  permeates  the  BLM 
can  be  shown  by  a  recent  (October  19,  1984) 
memo  to  all  District  Managers  from  the  BLM 
State  Director.   The  memo  directs  BLM  employ- 
ees to  "insure  that  extraneous  and  inconclu- 
sive (e.g.  draft)  material  either  does  not 
enter  or  be  removed  from  the  formal  case 
file"  for  a  timber  sale.   The  blm  is  concerned 
that  if  such  information  is  left  in  the  file, 
it  "may  become  fair  game  for  release  on 
appeal."   BLM  is  not  operating  "under  the 
tenet  of  planning  with  people  rather  than  for 
them."   Nor  do  they  follow  the  guideline  which 
states,  "All  efforts  should  be  made  to  remove 
any  obstacles  to  effective  public  input." 
(BLM  Manual) 
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V.   The  DSEIS  violates  the  0  and  C  Act  and  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 

A.   0  &  C  Act:   The  0  s.    C  Act  states  that  0  S  C 
land  "shall  be  managed  .  .  .  for  permanent  forest  production, 
and  the  timber  thereon  shall  be  sold,  cut,  and  removed  in 
conformity  with  the  principal  (sic)  of  sustained  yield  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  a  permanent  source  of  timber  supply  .  .  . 


>roposing  to  ha 


is  harvesting  Low  Intensity  Lands  and 
t  Limited  Intensity  Lands. 


There  are  no  provisions  in  the  0  6  C  Act  for 
harvesting  timber  from  lands  which  cannot  be  managed  for  sus- 
tained yield,  even  on  an  experimental  basis.   Any  harvest  from 
these  lands  constitutes  a  major  violation  of  the  a  &  c  Act. 

B.   NEPA:   NEPA  requires  that  the  BLM  must  complete 
an  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  proposed  actions  and  that  this 
analysis  must  be  reasonably  accurate,  and  portray  reasonably 
anticipated  effects.   It  must  also  incorporate  a  consideration 
of  cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposal  and  other  similar  actions 
in  the  same  geographic  area.   The  DSEIS  is  merely  a  "justifica- 
tion document"  for  the  proposed  action.   BLM  has'already  cut 
15,600  acres  in  violation  of  the  EIS's  and  NEPA. 

A  critical  environmental  issue  in  many  timber 
sales  is  the  risk  of  mass  soils  failure,  erosion,  herbicide  use, 
regeneration  failure,  fish  habitat  destruction  and  other  resource 
degradation.   The  BLM  relies  on  untested  mitigation  techniques 
to  control  these  risks  and  to  support  its  "finding  of  no  signi- 
ficant impacts."   It  assumes  unjustified  and  inflated  success 
rates  for  those  techniques.   There  is,  as  BLM  documents  demon- 
strate, substantial  scientific  uncertainty  as  to  the  effective- 
ness of  many  "intensive"  forestry  management  techniques.   In  such 
circumstances,  CEQ  regulations  require  that  the  agency  must  "make 
it  clear  .  .  .  information  is  lacking  or  that  uncertainty  exists." 
40  CFR  1502.22.   Federal  Courts  have  recently  applied  this  re- 
quirement to  environmental  assessments  prepared  by  the  elm  and 
FS  herbicide  programs:   Southern  Oregon  Citizens  Against  Toxic 
Sprays  V.  Watt,  17  ERC  2133  (D  Or.  1982).   In  so  doing,  the  Court 


explained  the  agencies'  obligation  where  uncertainties  exist" 

"(T)he  agency  must  either  close  those  (information) 
gaps  or  clear  up  the  uncertainties  or  make  a  'worse 
case  analysis'  so  that  the  agency  can  weigh  the  need 
to  protect  against  the  risk  of  possible  adverse  environ- 
mental impacts . " 

The  DSEIS  fails  to  discuss,  consider,  or  analyze 
significant  impacts  to  all  elements  of  the  human  environment. 

The  NEPA  imposes  duty  on  an  agency  to  consider  all 

environmental  impacts,  and  not  merely  those  which 

have  adverse  effect  on  quality  of  environment. 

Sadler  v^  218  Housing  Corporation  417  F.Supp.  343  (1976). 

Many  of  the  environmental  decisions  the  BLM  makes 
in  proposed  timber  sales  are  justified  based  on  the  MFP,  which 
BLM  erroneously  calls  their  Land  Use  Plan.   It  must  be  emphasized 
that  the  MFP  is  not  the  Land  Use  Plan  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment required  by  the  NEPA  fifteen  years  ago.   The  BLM's  continued 
reliance  on  the  MFP  to  give  credence  to  their  EA's  is  illegal. 
The  BLM  is  required  to  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  its  Land  Use  Plan. 
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I  BLM  has  failed  to  provide  any  evidence  that  they 

have  adequately  developed  or  considered  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  action  as  required  by  NEPA. 

The  fact  that  BLM  is  proposing  and  actually  doing 
clearcutting  on  LIM  lands,  shows  beyond  a  doubt  that  the  DSEIS 
is  deficient  and  inadequate  as  a  nepa  document.   A  thorough 
discussion  of  clearcutting  on  LIM  lands  is  required  in  the 
DSEIS  since  there  is  no  provision  for,  or  discussion  of,  clear- 
cutting  on  LIM  lands  in  the  EIS's. 


VI. 


The  dseis  is  Deficient,  Inadequate  and  Arbitrary 


BLM  has  announced,  in  conjunction  with  their  DSIES 
proposal, that  they  have  already  clearcut  20,631  acres  and  they 
are  only  4*s  years  into  their  10  year  plans.   These  harvested, 
clearcut  areas  are  more  than  double  the  clearcut  acreage  set  out 
in  the  EIS's  for  the  entire  10  year  period. 

Since  January  1983,  we  have  believed  that  the  BLM 
had  exceeded  its  allotted  clearcut  acreage  for  the  district  and 
advised  BLM  of  that  fact.   Since  December  1983,  we  have  sought 
records  from  BLM  to  prove  that  they  had  exceeded  their  allotted 
clearcuts  for  the  District.   Since  September  1983,  BLM  has  known 
it  had  clearcut  acres  not  only  in  excess  of  their  annual  allot- 
ment, but  that  they  had  clearcut  more  acres  than  those  allotted 
for  the  entire  10  year  plans.   But  it  was  not  until  November  5, 
19B4  that  blm  revealed  to  the  public  (not  in  the  DSEIS)  the 
records  that  proved  they  had  exceeded  their  clearcut  acreage 
allottment . 

It  is  in  light  of  these  facts  and  pressures  that  3LM 
is  now  quite  matter-of-factly  seeking  public  comment  on  a  "justi- 
fication document"  to  justify  actions  that  have  already  been 

accomplished. 

BLM  is  now  also  seeking  to  expand  their  clearcutting 
action  by  proposing  every  available  acre  in  the  Medford  District 
for  clearcut  harvest.   We  believe  this  proposal  (DSEIS)  is  defi- 
cient, inadequate,  and  arbitrary  for  its  lack  of  discussion  or 
consideration  of  the  following  significant  issues  and  impacts. 
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See  Section  I . 
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Air  Quality:   The  proposed  increase  of  only  3.7 


nt  of  acreage  burned  within  the  District 
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C.   Visual  Impacts:   BLM's  conclusion  that  "the 
proposed  action  would  result  in  less  impacts  on  visual  resources 
than  those  estimated  for  the  existing  TMPS,"  is  erroneous  and 
was  developed  without  any  consideration  of  the  public's  visual 
concerns.   This  conclusion  is  part  of  BLM' s  aggressive  plan  to 
bring  clearcutting  to  the  people .   BLM' 5  "proposed  11  percent 
reduction  in  total  harvest  acreage"  is  going  to  concentrate  the 
clearcutting  impacts  on  areas  that  are  already  roaded.   Many  of 
these  existing  roadways  are  within  the  viewsheds  observed  by  local 
citizens  and  tourists  and  many  are  adjacent  to  main  travel  routes 


I  throughout  the  District.   BLM' s  aggressive  DSEIS  plan  is 
actually  clearcutting,  for  visual  purposes,  every  acre  to  be 
harvested  (106,300)  during  the  10  year  plan  period.   The  DSEIS 
violates  all  the  visual  guidelines  BLM  has  adopted. 
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Systems : 


BLM    . 


tates  on  pg.  4  #0*1, 
that  technological  advances  in  logging  system  engineering  have 
made  reforestation  on  clearcuts  more  effective.   We  wonder  why 
these  same  advances  cannot  be  used  for  shelterwood  harvest  as 
well.   The  F.I.R.  project  is  presently  studying  overstory  re- 
moval techniques  to  prevent  excessive  damage  to  seedlings.   There 
are  other  studies  that  show  80  percent  survival  of  seedlings 
when  there  is  a  forester  in  the  field  showing  the  logger  where 
and  how  to  remove  the  overstory.   Therefore,  the  sentence  on 
pg.  5  under  the  same  heading  is  erroneous  when  it  states,  "The 
successful  removal  of  the  remaining  overstory  has  proven  to  be 
difficult,  if  not  impossible,  without  unacceptable  damage  or 
destruction  to  the  existing  regeneration."   BLM  seems  to  be 
second  guessing  the  F.I.R.  studies  and  other  "state  of  the  art" 
overstory  removal  techniques  for  the  sake  of  the  less  costly 
clearcut  method. 

E.  Leaving  Existing  Shelterwood  Stands:   BLM  has 
not  considered  any  alternatives  to  clearcutting  the  existing 
shelterwood  stands.   if  BLM  proceeds  to'fthe  existing  shelter- 
wood  acres,  the  allowable  cut  gains  on  overstory  removal  acres 
will  be  put  back  to  year  zero  by  destroying  the  whole  understory. 
BLM  could  leave  the  shelterwood  acres  for  another  rotation  or 
commercial  thinning  or  until  a  technology  was  developed  to  re- 
move all  or  part  of  the  overstory.   At  any  rate,  an  economic  and 
allowable  cut  analysis  is  needed  before  proceeding  with  the 
proposal. 

F.  Herbicide  Use :   BLM  has  failed  to  discuss  the 
present  situation  with  regard  to  herbicide  use  in  the  District. 
BLM  is  presently  in  "no-man's-land",  with  a  court  injunction 
preventing  herbicide  use  on  one  hand,  and  the  EIS's  calling  for 
extensive  use  to  maintain  the  allowable  cut  on  the  other.   The 
situation  is  further  complicated  by  proposing  to  clearcut  so  many 
additional  acres  without  the  use  of  this  management  tool.   BLM 
needs  to  discuss  alternatives  to  herbicide  use  and  a  plan  for  site 
preparation  and  vegetation  management  for  the  remainder  of  the 
ten  year  plans. 

G.  Alternatives:   As  outlined  in  "E"  above,  BLM 
has  failed  to  consider  any  alternatives  to  the  proposal.   The 
fact  that  the  DSEIS  does  not  correspond  to  any  of  the  alterna- 
tives proposed  and  discussed  in  the  EIS's,  makes  the  proposal 
significant  and  a  major  change  in  timber  management  direction  and 
impacts.   The  need  for  alternatives  is  obvious  and  a  requirement 
of  NEPA. 

H.   Breach  of  Trust  and  Faith :   It  is  obvious  through- 
out this  proposal  that  BLM  is  doing  an  after-the-fact  cover-up 
of  something  they  shouldn't  have  done  in  the  first  place.   The 
proposal  is  full  of  rhetoric  praising  the  clearcut  harvest  tech- 
nique and  the  lack  of  impacts  which  result.   The  fact  is  the  BLM 
has  written  a  "justification  document"  without  public  input  to 
cover-up  a  strategy  that  failed  (shelterwood)  and  a  strategy  that 
is  doomed  for  failure  (clearcut). 

Another  example  of  leaving  the  public  "in  the 
dark"  is  on  page  3  of  the  DSEIS.   BLM  calls  the  recomputing  of 
the  allowable  harvest  levels  a  "refinement",  but  proceeds  to 
raise  the  allowable  harvest  levels  in  the  District  by  5  million 
board  feet  per  year.   The  public  has  never  seen  the  reasons  for 
this  amendment  or  the  computations  involved. 
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Vegetation,  Recreation, 
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Animals,  and  Fish : 

BLM  has  made  unsubstantiated  assumptions  in  these 
sections  of  the  DSEIS.   They  have  asserted  in  each  of  these  sec- 
tions that  the  impacts  will  be  less  than,  or  about  the  same  as, 
the  impacts  estimated  in  the  EIS's.   We  gather  BLM  has  made  these 
assumptions  based  solely  on  the  fact  that  they  are  going  to  cut 
fewer  acres  and  build  fewer  roads.   If  BLM  based  their  assump- 
tions on  specific  data  as  well,  it  needs  to  be  presented  in  the 
DSEIS. 


Clearcutting  Low  and  Limited  Intensity 


ands : 


Aga 


:  agree  with  Mr.  Mark  Swisher  in  h: 
letter  of  December  7,  1934  to  the  BLM.   Mr.  Swisher  states  and 
shows,  in  a  table,  that  the  BLM  has  not  adequately  represented 
the  actual  impacts  of  the  proposed  plan,  but  that  the  data  BLM 
presented  distorts  the  true  effect  of  the  changes  proposed.   He 
believes,  as  we  do,  -that  the  BLM  has  invalidated  the  descriptive 
aspects  of  the  EIS's  by  having  discarded  important  guidelines. 
We  also  agree  that  BLM  should  file  and  prepare  a  DSEIS  for  each 
sustained  yield  unit  so  that  the  public  can  compare  the  impacts. 

As  an  example  of  BLM's  inadequate  representation  of 
actual  impacts  and  discarding  of  the  descriptive  aspects  of  the 
EIS's,  we  will  examine  BLM's  consideration  of  water  yield.   On 
page  9  of  the  DSEIS,  BLM  says  that  the  water  yield  effects  would 

"minor"  and  that  water  yield  increases  would  be  "slightly 
greater. " 

On  pg.  3-37,  the  J/K  FES  states: 
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Reading  R.  Dennis  Harr ' s  "Streamflow  Changes  After 
Logging  130-Year-Old  Douglas  Fir  in  Two  Small  Watersheds,"  (Water 
Resources  Research,  Vol.  13,  No.  3,  1982) ,  shows  the  average  water 
yield  from  a  clearcut  plot  to  be  almost  50  percent  more  than  a 
shelterwood  of  similar  size. 

If  the  above  data  is  correct,  the  significance  of  the 
local  impacts  from  increased  water  yield  should  increase  dramatic- 
ally.  The  significance  may  be  increased  further  by  the  concentra- 
tion of  acres  to  be  clearcut  in  a  watershed  with  other  public 
agencies  or  private  land  owners  using  the  same  harvest  techniques 
on  adjacent  lands. 

The  water  yield  effects  in  reality  are  not  "minor" 
and  the  water  yield  increases  are  more  than  "slightly  greater" 
especially  on  local  levels. 

J.   Cultural  Resources :   The  BLM  has  discarded  the 
Class  III  Cultural  Survey  designated  by  the  EIS's  and  has  failed 
to  inform  the  public  that  they  have  done  so  in  the  DSEIS.   a 
Cultural  Resources  Survey  is  now  virtually  meaningless. 
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BLM  has  interjected  this  issue  into  the  DSEIS  with- 
out any  discussion.   The  guidelines  of  the  EIS's  are  clear  about 
no  harvesting  at  all  on  Limited  Intensity  Lands  and  no  clear- 
cutting  on  Low  Intensity  Lands.   As  of  October  15,  1984,  BLM 
did  not  even  know  how  many  acres  of  Low  Intensity  Lands  had 
been  cut  in  the  District.   This  question  especially  needs  dis- 
cussion because  BLM  has  already  violated  their  Guidelines  and 
have  clearcut  Low  Intensity  Lands. 

L.   Technological  Advances ;   It  is  incumbant  upon 
BLM  to  state  which  "Technologies  have  been  developed  or  refined 
through  scientific  forestry  research"  and  which  "state  of  the 
art"  techniques  they  are  using  to  "predict  and  achieve"  forest 
management  objectives.   It  is  meaningless  to  base  the  destruc- 
tion of  41,800  acres  of  existing  regeneration  on  "state  of  the 
art"  or  "refined"  scientific  research. 

M.   DSEIS  Into  New  10  Year  Plans:   BLM  has  not  really 
discussed  the  real  purpose  and  need  for  the  DSEIS.   There  are  so 
many  unanswered  questions  that  BLM  must  think  in  terms  of  pre- 
paring totally  new  and  adequate  10  year  plans.   The  failure  of 
the  shelterwood  systems,  the  pressure  to  harvest  as  much  timber 
in  the  most  economical  and  ecologically  sound  manner,  and  im- 
proved relations  between  the  agencies  and  the  public,  are  just 
three  questions  the  proposed  DSEIS  can't  answer.   We  urge  BLM 
to  consider  and  work  with  us  on  a  new  NEPA  document  that  reflects 
true  "state  of  the  art"  forestry  in  the  District. 

N.   Major  Federal  Action:   BLM  has  not  disclosed  nor 
discussed  the  reasons  for  this  major  shift  in  its  primary  harvest- 
ing practice.   If  the  C.G.C.,  as  described  in  the  programmatic 
EIS's,  were  once  valid,  why  does  BLM  now  believe  those  guidelines 
may  be  ignored?  What  information  does  BLM  possess  to  justify 
this  apparent  abandonment  of  the  C.G.C.? 

This  change  in  harvesting  practices  is  itself  a  major 
federal  action  significantly  affecting  the  environment.   As  such 
it  requires  an  adequate  EIS  of  its  own. 

0.   HEADWATERS  Comments:   HEADWATERS,  Inc.  has  exam- 
ined the  comments  filed  by  its  member  groups  TELAV  (Threatened 
and  Endangered:  Little  Applegate  Valley)  and  TREE  (Thompson  Creek 
Residents  For  Ecological  Education;  HEADWATERS,  Inc.  concurs  in 
those  comments,  and  hereby  adopts  them  as  though  they  were  fully 
set  out  by  HEADWATERS,  Inc. 


SUBMITTED  BY: 


(fL^-4.  $*Zfr 


Christopher  Bratt 
for  HEADWATERS 
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The  Questionable  Practice  of  Slash  Burning 


Slush  hurning  it  commonly  practiced  in  Pacific  Northwest 
forests  to  remove  mod  ami  brush  from  ch-arcul  sites  in  preparation 
far  planting  commercial  tree  sailings.  In  this  article,  ageocheimsl 
presents  the  information  that  is  beginning  la  emerge  regarding 
chemicals  released  and  formed  by  tm  burning  and  the  hazards 
these  chemicals  turn  h  ncurbu  ^uUnls  and  the  environment.  Some 
of  these  chemicals  art  formed  b^ause  ri-LW  ;,  being  burned-  others 
maw  be  present  because  the  slash  and  brash  have  been  sprayed  with 
herbicides  prior  to  burning. 

A  second  article  on  additional  environmental  effects  of  and  al- 
ternatives to  clear  cut/slash  bum  practices  will  appear  in  the 
December  issue  of  NCAP  NEWS,  a  special  on  manual  alter- 
natives to  vegetation  management. 

by  Roger  Hurl 
"Don't  worry,  the  smoke  simply  dissipates  and  all  the  toxic 
chemicals  degrade  lo  harmless  substances."  How  many  times 
have  we  been  gtvon  this  reassurance  about  slash  bums?  As  a 
professional  geochemist,  I  am  trained  to  trace  the  life  cycle  of 
various  chemical  substances  in  geological  processes.  M- 
bers  of  my  professinn  iw*ti»  ™  m.«-i—i  ji.~--.i_.  j — 


or  disapp._.„,  , 

Mexico,  erupted.  The  ash  frffl 


no  chemical  dissipates,  degrades 
iple.  in  1982,  El  Chichon,  a  vole--  ' 


ruption  did  dissipate  into 


Roger  Hart  is  a  geochemist  in  the  School  o\  Oammnpky  ul 
Oregon  State  Universihj.  He  is  stationed  at  the  Marine  Science 
Center  in  Newport  (OR).  His  specialties  are  the  origin  of  the  at- 
mosphtri  and  ocean  ridge  hudralhermai  a/stems.  Copies  of  all 
papers  referenced  in  lids  article  arc  available  through  NCAP, 


the  atmosphere,  but  the  ash  cut  down  on  the  sun's  energy 
reaching  earth  and  dropped  the  temperature  of  the  earth  a 
fraction  of  a  degree  in  ihe  last  two  years.  Eventually  ash  from 
volcanic  eruptions  settles  to  ihe  bottom  of  the  ocean  where  it 
is  found  below  sediment  layers  typical  of  glacial  epochs 
Thus,  we  know  particulate  matter  in  ihe  atmosphere  affects 
earth's  climate.  Eventually  over  the  period  of  millions  of 
years,  ocean  sediments  are  subducted  into  the  earth  at  col- 
liding plate  margins,  melted  to  produce  magma,  and  rise  once 
again  to  the  surface  in  volcanic  eruptions.  This  is  an  example 
of  a  geochemical  cycle  Ihat  takes  millions  of  years  lo  com- 
plete. With  the  viewpoint  of  geochemical  cycles  as  back- 
pound,  (  reviewed  recent  studies  of  slash  burn  smoke  and 
Found  it  contains  polent  carcinogens  thai  may  be  colltctfng  in 
our  estuaries  and  thai  burning  of  herbicide  slash  can  poien- 
lialiy  form  dangerous  compounds'  of  chlorine  similar  to  war 
gases  banned  since  World  War  I,  In  this  article,  I  first  discuss 
the  carcinogens  produced  in  any  slash  burn,  then  consider  Ihe 
chlorine  compounds  produced  in  herbicide-treated  slash,  and 
conclude  with  some  observations  on  possible  legal  actions 
Ihat  can  regulate  slash  burning, 

Carcinogens  in  Slash  Bum  Smoke 
Carcinogenic  substances  known  as  polynuclear  aromatic 
hydrocarbons  (PNAHs)  have  been  delected  in  slash  burn 
smoke1  and  the  ash  and  litter  left  after  a  slash  burn,1  and  arc- 
known  lo  increase  in  shellfish  in  Yaquina  Bay  (OR]  during 
periods  of  high  rainfall,  perhaps  as  a  result  of  runoff  from 
slash  burn  sites1  (Fig.  I). 


Scientists  believe  PNAHs  are  formed  only  by  the  healing 
of  organic  substances.  This  happens  in  natural  fires,  human- 
caused  fires,  and  burial  of  organic  matter  deep  in  the  earth  by 
natural  geologic  processes.  PNAHs  have  been  found  in  a 
fossil  sea  lily  ISO  million  years  old,  How  are  PNAHs  formed 
and  why  are  Ihey  carcinogenic  even  if  the  precursor  organic 
matter  is  not? 

PNAHs  were  discovered  in  1365  by  Friedrich  Kekule.  Or- 
ganic matter  normally  contains  hydrocarbons,  long  molecules 
like  a  centipede  in  which  the  body  of  the  centipede  is  made 
of  carbon  atoms  and  the  legs  are  hydrogen  atoms.  For  exam- 
ple, Ihe  hydrocarbon  hexane  has  six  carbon  atoms  in  a 
straight  chain  with  fourteen  "legs"  of  hydrogen  atoms.  When 
hexanc  is  heated  in  the  presence  of  oxygen  in  air.  some  of  the 
hydrogen  "legs''  burn  off  and  combine  with  the  oxygen  to 
form  HiO,  leaving  an  unsatisfied  chemical  charge  on  the 
body  of  the  centipede  (Fig.  2).  As  a  result  of  this  charge 
discrepancy,  the  body  of  the  centipede  curls  around  and  the 
head  attaches  to  the  tail  like  negative  and  positive  poles  of 
two  magnets.  The  new  ring  molecule  is  known  as  benzene 
and  Kekule  first  solved  Ihe  riddle  of  its  structure  after  having 
a  dream  in  which  dancing  snakes  bit  their  own  tails. 

Benzene  is  the  simpest  of  the  PNAHs,  and  is  known  to 
cause  leukemia.  The  reason  PNAHs  cause  cancer  is  simple. 
The  hydrogen  "legs"  prevent  hydrocarbons  from  entering 
the  DNA  molecule.  Once  some  of  the  "legs"  have  been 
scorched  off.  the  probability  that  the  flat  ring  molecule  of 
benzene  will  enter  DNA  and  other  organic  molecules  in- 
creases. This  destroys  normal  cell  growth  (Fig.  2). 

While  benzene  was  the  first  of  the  PNAHs  documented  to 
be  carcinogenic,  it  is  not  Ihe  most  dangerous.  That  distinction 
belongs  to  benzol." Ipyrene,  a  planar  grouping  of  five  benzene 
rings  fitting  together  like  six-sided  Cheeiit  crackers.  Accord- 
ing lo  Drs.  Timolhy  Sullivan  and  Michael  Mix  of  Oregon 
State  University,  who  first  documented  PNAHs  at  slash  burn 
sites.  "PNAHs  were  the  first  chemical  compounds  shown  to 
be  carcinogenic;  some  are  classified  among  the  most  potent 
procarcinogens  known."'  Drs.  Mix  and  Sullivan  measured  a 
300-fold  increase  in  benzol"  I pyrene  in  the  forest  litter  follow- 
ing a  slash  burn  at  the  Camp  Chilcote  site  in  Benton  County 
(OR)  and  estimate  almost  three  tons  of  benzofalpyrene  and 
almost  fifty  tons  of  total  PNAHs  are  produced  every  year 
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during  slash  burning  in  western  Oregon.  A  1972  study  by 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  estimated  a  total  of  127 
tons/year  of  benzo[a]pyrene— about  one  fourth  of  the  total 
U5  open  combustion  production— is  from  forest  and  agri 
cultural  fires  in  the  Western  US.' 

Where  does  the  benzoMpyrene  go7  Does  it  simplj 
degrade  and  disappear?  The  presence  of  PNAHs  in  the  I5( 
million  year  old  sea  lily  fossil  suggests  they  can  be  stable  ove: 
long  periods  of  time.  Significant  levels  of  PNAHs  wen 
detected  in  smoke  collected  by  high  volume  air  samples  a 
the  site  of  a  Boise  Cascade  bum  in  Lincoln  County  (OR)  in  Ju 
ly  of  1983.  The  PNAHs  are  probably  absorbed  into  fine  char 
coal  grains.  Charcoal  in  the  gas  masks  used  during  Worl< 
War  I  absorbs  gases  and  volatile  compounds.  Breathing  o 
these  charcoal  particles  with  absorbed  toxic  substances  can  b 
hazardous  because  the  finer  particles  (less  ihan  10  micron: 
are  deposited  and  trapped  in  the  alveoli  of  the  lower  lung; 
Significant  quantities,  resulting  in  black  lung,  can  be  m 
cumulated  by  repealed  exposure. 

Eventually  the  airborne  charcoal  particles  settle  back  t 
earth,  the  large  ones  closest  to  the  bum  site.  Along  with  no: 
airborne  litter,  the  particles  can  be  washed  into  the  esluari< 
and  accumulate  in  the  sediment  coating  the  bottom.  As  i 
yet,  no  studies  have  been  made  of  PNAHs  in  estuary  sed 
ments.  However,  in  1933  Drs.  Michael  Mix  and  Rand 
Schaffer  of  Oregon  State  University  reported  the  results  of 
PNAH  study  of  Yaquina  Bay  mussels.'  They  found 
dramatic  increase  of  PNAH  levels  during  the  rainy  seaso 
leading  Dr.  Timothy  Sullivan  to  speculate,  "a  signifies 
potential  source  of  PNAH  within  these  watersheds,  ar 
throughout  western  Oregon,  is  slash  burning,  the  burning  ■ 
residual  materials  that  remain  ailer  logging  operations.'" 

Burning  Herbicide-Treated  Slash 
Most  clearcuts  are  sprayed  with  herbicides  prior  to  bui 
ing.  This  kills  and  dries  out  grasses,  shrubs,  and  bushes  ai 
enhances  the  likelihood  of  a  successful  burn.  Herbicides  su 
as  2,4-D,  picloram,  Garlon  (tridopyr),  dichloroprop.  a 
dicamba  are  applied  lo  salmonberry,  red  alder  and  salal 
bud  break  in  the  spring.  The  burning  season  begins  in  ear 
July  after  slash  and  forest  litter  have  sufficiently  dried.  In  i 
■dation.  a  general  toxicant  such  as  Dinoseb  is  often  applie< 
few  days  prior  to  burning.  Dinoseb,  a  nitrophenolic  co 
pound,  rapidly  kills  foliage  (as  well  as  insects  and  fungi)  a 
desiccates  the  clearcut. 

In  September  1981.  0.7  acres  of  slash  on  a  Bonnev 
Power  Administration  right-of-way  were  sprayed  with  l,i 
and  burned.  Several  fire  fighters  exposed  to  the  smoke  5 
fered  respiratory  illness  after  the  bum.  Incidents  such  as  I 
raise  the  question:  does  burning  of  herbicides  produce  to 
substances? 

Experimental  burning  of  herbicides  and  other  chlonna 
hydrocarbons  in  the  laboratory  has  produced  da  ox 
chlorine  gas,'  cyanide,"  and  phosgene.*  What  are  the  syr 
toms  of  exposure  to  these  substances  and  are  they  likely 
occur  in  toxic  concentrations  during  slash  burning?  In  or 
to  answer  these  questions  let's  quickly  review  sc 
chemistry  of  herbicides.  The  nucleus  of  most  herbit 
molecules  is  similar  to  the  benzene  ring  of  polynud 
aromatic  hydrocarbons;  in  addition,  however,  herbici 
commonly  have  legs  of  chlorine  atoms  radiating  from 
nucleus  like  the  legs  of  a  crab.  The  number  of  chlorine  ati 
is  different  for  each  herbicide.  For  example,  2,4-D  {IA 
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chlorophenoxyacetic  acid)  has  two  chlorine  atoms  and  piclo- 
ram (4-amino-3.5,6-trichloropicolinic  add)  has  three  chlorine 
atoms.  In  addition,  most  herbicides  have  an  acid  molecule 
"tail"  connected  to  the  benzene  ring  by  an  oxygen  molecule, 
2,4,5-T  and  2.4-D  both  have  acetic  acid  molecules  attached  to 
the  benzene.  It  is  this  "tail"  jutting  out  like  Ihe  tail  scaffolding 
on  the  starship  Enterprise  that  cuts  down  on  the  probability 
of  the  herbicide  molecule  entering  the  DNA  molecule. 
Numerous  laboratory  experiments  have  shoyn  that  burning 
herbicides  cleaves  off  the  acid  molecules  as  well  as  Ihe 
chlorine  atoms  at  much  lower  temperatures  than  that  re- 
quired for  total  degradation  of  the  herbicide  (Fig.  3).  The 
cleaving  of  the  acetic  acid  radical  from  2,4,5-T  leaves  a 
negative  charge  balance  that  is  compensated  by  the  combina- 
tion of  two  molecules  to  form  TCDD,  a  toxic  variety  of  diox- 
in  (2.3.7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin:  Fig.  4).  In  a 
laboratory  experiment  conducted  at  the  analytical 
laboratories  of  Dow  Chemical  at  Midland,  Michigan,  Drs. 
R.H.  Stehl  and  L.L  Lampaiski  found.  "Under  these  ex- 
perimental conditions  [temperature  350-SOO'C]  we  observed 
a  small  amount  of  TCDD  was  produced  in  addition  to  that 
present  as  a  trace  contaminant  in  the  2,4.3 -trichlorophenoxy 
species. '"  TCDD  levels  in  the  soil  surrounding  the  Dow 
Midland  Michigan  Laboratory  are  five  times  higher  than  the 
highest  concentration  measured  anywhere  eke.  Other  types 
_  of  herbicides  will  form  other,  presumably  less  toxic,  dioxins. 
For  example,  2.  4-D  probably  converts  to  2.7  dichloro-p- 

dibenzo  dioxin.  No  attempts  have  yet  been  made  to  rr 
dioxin  concentrations  at  slash  bum  sites.  At  about  tfv 
temperature  as  that  of  dioxin  formation,  chlorine  ato 


cleaved  off  during  burning  of  herbicides,  2, 4-D  converts  lo 
orlho-  and  para -m on ochlorophen ox y acetic  acids  with  the  loss 
of  one  chlorine  atom  in  the  temperature  range  2lO-30O"C.'° 
At  temperatures  above  800'C  considerable  chlorine  gas  has 
been  measured.  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  analyze  the 
form  or  concentration  the  chlorine  atom  takes  as  it  cleaves  off 
from  herbicides  during  slash  burning.  Experiments  conducted 
by  Russian  and  Japanese  scientists  show  burning  of  polyvinyl 
chloride  {PVQ,  anolher  chlorinated  hydrocarbon,  releases 
chlorine  in  the  form  of  hydrochloric1  acid  and  phosgene,"  a 
war  gas  that  causes  respiratory  illness, 

The  formation  of  hydrochloric  acid  and  phosgene  during 
burning  of  PVC  suggests  they  can  also  be  formed  during  bur- 
ning of  herbicides.  The  actual  chlorine  compounds  produced 
during  slash  burning  depends  on  the  type  and  availability  of 
free  ions  (charged  atoms  and  molecules)  with  which  the 
chlorine  ion  can  react.  If  the  released  chlorine  ions  encounler 
other  chlorine  ions  most  frequently,  (hen  chlorine  gas  (Ch)  is 
produced.  If  the  chlorine  encounters  free  hydrogen  ions  most 
frequently,  hydrochloric  acid  (HG)  will  form.  If  carbon 
monoxide  ions  are  encountered,  phosgene  (COCli)  is  formed. 
If  oxygen  ions  are  encountered,  chlorine  dioxide  (ClOi) 
forms.  In  a  slash  burn,  oxygen  (which  comprises  about  20  To 
of  air)  is  readily  available  and  combines  with  carbon  released 
during  burning  of  organic  matter  to  form  carbon  monoxide 
and  carbon  dioxide.  Hydrogen  released  from  the  hydrocar- 
bon by  burning  combines  with  oxygen  lo  form  wafer  (HiO). 
Thus  the  availability  of  oxygen  to  form  chlorine  dioxide 
depends  on  the  proportion  of  air  to  slash  and  the  speed  at 
which  the  air  is  replenished.  It  seems  likely  all  these  com- 
pounds can  be  produced  in  different  proporlions  under 
variable  conditions  of  temperature,  organic  mattcr-to-air 
ratios,  and  position  in  the  smoke  column. 

Until  more  accurate  information  is  available  concerning 
the  presence  of  these  chlorine  compounds  in  herbicide- 
treated  slash  burn  smoke,  we  should  become  aware  of  their 
various  characteristics  and  the  symptoms  induced  by  ex- 
posure to  them: 

Hydrogen  chloride  (HC1;  anhydrous  hydrochloric  acid)  is  a 
colorless  gas  with  an  irritating  pungent  odor  ihat  irritates  the 
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eyes,  mucous  membranes  and  skin,  Exposure  of  rabbits  and 
guinea  pigs  to  4290  parts  per  million  (ppm)  hydrogen 
chloride  for  thirty  minutes  has  caused  death  from  pulmonary 
edema  (swelling  of  lung  tissue);  exposure  to  300  ppm  for  six 
hours  caused  corneal  and  upper  respiratory  irritation."  In 
humans,  exposure  immediately  results  in  a  cough,  burning  of 
the  throat,  and  choking.  Exposure  lo  50-100  ppm  is  barely 
tolerable  for  one  hour  and  extreme  exposure  can  cause 
pulmonary  edema  in  humans.  The  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Administration  (OSHA)  has  sel  a  standard  ceiling  for 
exposure  to  hydrenv.-n  chloride  at  5  ppm. 

Chlorine  (Ch)  is  i  poisonous  greenish-yellow   gas  will,  a 
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The  Individual  &. Slash: Burning- ■- 

Concern  oyer  slash  burn' smoke  has"  been  voiced  by; 
Oregon-coastal  residents  for  years  because-,  as  Newport ' '_ 
(OR)  resident . Susan  Parker- notes,.  "Slash  burning  £-_• 
allowed  only  when  wind 'conditions  will  keep  smoke 3 
outof  the  Willamette  Valley:, which  is  to  say  tharslash  _'■ 
burning,  is  only  allowed  when  the  smoke  will  fall  on- 
coastal  residents.  When  the  smoke  stays- in  your  valley  '. 
for;  threefosixdays,  and  then  everyone,  literally  every-  ■; 
ens  exposed  to  the  smoke  gets  sore  throats,  lung  inflam- 
mation and  congestion,  and  total  body  aches,  you  have 
to  feel  like  you're  being,  poisoned.  Many  residents 
believe  that  breathing  Ihe  smoke  is  direct  exposure,' like 
right. Into} the:  lungs. arid.. into  the  blood  stream-.-The' - 
numbers;  oc  pneumonias1  reported  in  hospitals,  have  ; 
seemed  to  increase;  every  winter  for  the  past  three 
years,  but  someone  has  yet  to  really  look  into  theprob- ■": 

"  As  a.  member  of  the  Coastal  Coalition  for  Alter-  ' 
natives  to  Pesticides  (CCAP). 'an  NCAP  member  group  ■■' 
concerned  with  the  loss  of  fish  and  wildlife,  the  health  ' 
effects,  and  the.  air  pollution  resulting  from  manage-  : 
ment  practices,  on  the  forest  lands  surrounding  them,  : 
Susan  noles  thai,.. "We've  questioned1  for  years  what 
chemicals  are  produced  when  sprayed  slash  is  burned, 

"  but  no  one.  was  looking.  The:E?A  told  me  that  they, 
contracted  in' 1975'  with  Logan  Norris  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest  Research  Station  to  look  for  dioxin  in  smoke 
from  slash  burns,  but  we  were  the  first  people  lo  take 
samples  irvl983.", .,;.. ■■  ■■,-■■  _'■ 

"  With  a  high  volume  air  samplerand  the  help  of  scien- 
tists. CCAP  itself  began  haling  for  the  total  particulates; 
and  certain  chemicals-  in  slash  burn  smoke.  The  air. 
sampler  takes  in  air  at  SO.cubic  feet  per  second  and  col- 
lects the  air's  particulates  and  chemicals  on  filter  papery 
These  chemicals  can  later  be  identified  and  quantified 
in  a  laboratory.'.  Arrangements  can  be  made  by.  other 
citizen  groups  to  use  CCAP 's  air  sampler,  although  oneT 
of  Ihe  CCAP  members,  trained  to  use  the  sampler  cor-/ 
rectly.  would  need  to  introduce  its"  use  to  the  group.  ,, 
.- .  CCAPwill  be  continuing  its  efforts  lb  get  slash  burn': 
i.::ii'k,.-  .!i!.i]y. ■!■(!.  In  compare  the  chemicals  in  smoke 
from  sprayed  and:  non-sprayed  slash,  and  to  provide' 
public  education  about  slash  burning  and  alternative 
forestry  practices.  For  more  information,  contact  Susan 
Parker:  825  NE.  Grant;  "Newport  OR  97365;  (503) 
265-9643.-  ,_r  ■>-.    ■'■■     '      -,'     —  M:  0'Brim: 


characteristic  irritating  odor.  Nasal  irritation,  coughing,  ch 
ing  and  chest  pain  occurs  at  about  0.5  ppm.  These  symptc 
are  frequently  accompanied  by  nausea,  headache,  and  di 
ness.  Chronic  exposure  may  increase  susceptibility 
respiratory  infections.  At  higher  concentrations  pulmon 
edema,  pneumonia  and  death  may  result.  The  current  OS1 
standard  for  chlorine  is  a  ceiling  level  of  1  ppm  averaged  a 
a  fifteen  minute  period." 

Phosgene  (COCli)  is  a  colorless  gas  with  a  sweet  odor 
hay  at  low  concenlralions  and  a  sharp  pungent  odor  at  1 
concentrations.  The  gas  at  concentrations  of  1-2  ppm  cai 
eye  irritation,  at  5  ppm.  cough  with  discomfort  in  the  cl 
and  irritation  of  ihe  nose  and  throat.  At  concentrations  0' 
ppm  phosgene  is  rapidly  fatal  as  a  result  of  pulmorjary  edi 
characterized  by  frothy  sputum.  The  current  OSHA  slant 
for  phosgene  is  .1  ppm  averaged  over  eight  hours." 

Chlorine  Dioxide  (ClOi)  is  a  yellow-green  to  orange 
with  a  pungent  sharp  odor.  The  symptoms  for  chlorine  c 
ide  are  similar  to  those  for  phosgene  with  respiratory  ir 
lion  followed  by  pulmonary  edema.  Exposure  to  19  pprr 
an  unspecified  time  has  resulted  in  fatality.  Rals  repeat- 
exposed  to  10  ppm  died  after  ten  days  of  exposure,  Repe 
exposure  may  cause  chronic  bronchitis,  The  OSHA  stam 
is  the  same  as  Ihat  for  phosgene,  .1  ppm  averaged  ove 
eight  hour  period." 

Two  significant  generalizations  are  derived  from  I 
observations,  First  of  all,  possible  chlorine  compound 
leased  by  thermal  degradation  of  herbicides  all  c 
respiratory  problems  ranging  from  coughing  to  chronic  1 
chitis,  to  pulmonary  edema  and  pneumonia.  Secondly 
gaseous  chlorine  compounds  are  toxic  at  concentratioi 
much  as  800  times  lower  Ihan  Ihe  herbicide  from  which 
are  derived.  For  example,  the  concentration  for  loss  by  ( 
of  fifty  percent  of  laboratory  animals  for  picloram  is  I 
ppm.  Potentially,  34%  of  Ihe  picloram  could  be  converl 
chlorine    dioxide,    which    is    lethal    to    rats    at    10 

Concentrations  of  Chemicals  in  Slash  Burn  Smok 
What  is  Ihe  likely  concentration  of  chlorine  compour 
slash  burn  smoke?  An  accurate  estimate  cannot  be 
without  actual  measurements.  Rough  calculations  pres. 
below  suggest  the  chlorine  compounds  produced  by  ih> 
degradation  of  herbicides  during  slash  burning  should  f 
neglected.  The  concentration  of  released  chlorine  comp. 
in  slash  depends  on  the  nature  and  amount  of  herbicid 
temperature  of  the  burn,  and  the  amount  of  air  inlo  ' 
the  chlorine  compounds  are  released.  The  chlorinate^ 
bicides  2,4,-D,  2,4-DP.  alrazine,  picloram,  Silvex,  die, 
triclopyr,  dalapon  and  pronamide  contain  from  32  to  4 
cent  chlorine  by  weight.  Recommended  herbicide  appli 
rales  for  conifer  release  vary  from  1  to  15  lbs/acre  U 
6,325  gm/acre).  Higher  concentrations  are  known  to  d. 
conifers  or  reduce  growth  rate,  especially  if  applied  afti 
break.  There  is  no  established  upper  limit  for  rate  r 
bicide  application  prior  to  slash  burning  for  dessicatio 
poses.  In  addition  to  the  rate  of  application,  the  deg 
which  it  persists  between  time  of  application  and  thi 
burn  must  be  considered.  Alrazine,  diacamba,  pron, 
and  triclopyr  are  known  to  persist  for  at  least  one  r 
Picloram  exists  for  more  than  a  year  and  a  half.  In  Ihe  . 
the  short  term  herbicides  such  as  2, 4-D  and  dichlor 
consideration  must  be  given  to  Ihe  nature  of  the  degrc 
products.  Degradation  is  believed  to  take  place  by  rr 
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activity.  Are  the  herbicides  absorbed  into  the  calls  of  woody 
plants  and  microbes  without  significant  chemical  change?  If 
so.  herbicide  concentration  may  build  up  in  organic  matter 
-  with  repeated  application,  Of  particular  interest  is  thi:  fate  of 
the  chlorine  in  the  degradation  processes.  Does  it  remain 
bended  to  a  pariially  degraded  benzene  hydrocarbon  or  is  it 
released  as  CIO:  and  absorbed  in  the  forest  litter!  At  the  70th 
annual  meeting  of  the  Air  Pollution  Control  Association  in 
Toronto.  Dra,  R.A.  Karnes,  D.S.  Duvall  and  W.A.  Rubey, 
who  conducted  herbicide  thermal  degradation  experiments 
concluded,  "Decomposition  products  should  remain  a  con- 
cern tn  all  thermal  degradation  studies  of  any  compound  such 
as  those  investigated."11  Does  the  same  warning  apply  to 
microbial  degradation?  Does  the  chlorine  simply  disappear? 
For  the  purposes  of  making  a  demonstrated  calculation,  1 
will  assume  5  lbs/acre  of  herbicide  Is  present  at  the  time  of 
burning.  This  roughly  corresponds  to  1,000  gm/acre  of 
chlorine.  The  net  concentration  in  air  depends  on  how  fast 
the  herbicide  is  degraded  and  the  chlorine  is  released.  Her- 
bicides are  more  volatile  than  wood  and  litter.  For  this  reason 
they  will  be  burned  and  emitted  in  the  early  stages  of  the 
burn.  It  is  possible  to  consider  two  extremes.  In  the  worst 
case,  all  the  chlorine  is  quickly  released  into  a  column  of  air 
one  meter  high.  This  corresponds  to  4,000  cubic  meters  or 
5.36  million  gms  of  air,  The  concentrations  of  gas  in  this  case 
are  IS7  ppm  for  chlorine,  1?;  for  hydrogen  chloride,  Z&i 
ppm  for  phosgene  and  353  ppm  for  chlorine  dioxide.  While 
the  worst  case  is  highly  unlikely,  the  concentrations  are 
alarmingly  high;  187  times  the  OSHA  standard  for  chlorine, 
2,330  times  for  phosgene  and  3,380  times  for  chlorine  diox- 
ide. The  phosgene  concentration  is  6  times  that  known  to 
cause  fatalities  and  the  chlorine  dioxide  concentration  13 
times  the  concentration  that  can  cause  fatality.  These  extreme 
concentrations  could  occur  only  under  bizarre  conditions  of 
herbicide  build-up  in  plant  and  microbe  cells  or  blatant 
disregard  ot  recommended  rates  of  application. 

Now  consider  the  other  extreme,  If  the  assumption  is  made 
that  the  chlorine  is  released  at  the  same  rate  as  wood  is 
burned,  it  is  possible  to  estimate  the  total  volume  of  air  ihe 
chlorine  is  released  into  by  calculating  the  amount  of  par- 
ticulate matter  required  to  obscure  vision,  This  assumption 
allows  an  estimation  of  minimum  concentrations  because  the 
chlorine  is  volatilized  much  faster  than  the  particulates  are  re- 
leased from  thick  logs  and  litter,  Dr.  Frank  Dost  of  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  Chemistry  at  Oregon  Stale  Univer- 
sity, in  a  report  written  for  the  Bonneville  Power  Administra- 
tion, estimates  a  visibility  of  TOO  meters  in  smoke  corres- 
ponds to  a  particulate  density  of  5  mg/mJ.  He  suggests 
rS.955.000  mg  of  particulates  are  released  per  acre  of  slash 
burned  and  that  to  reduce  visibility  to  100  m,  the  particulates 
must  be  released  into  1.391,000  m'  of  air,"  If  chlorine  is  re. 
leased  into  the  same  amount  of  air  from  1000  gnVacre.  then 
the  concentrations  are:  .54  ppm  for  chlorine,  .55  ppm  for 
hydrogen  chloride,  .81  for  phosgene  and  1.02  ppm  for 
chlorine  dioxide.  The  concentrations  of  phosgene  and 
chlorine  dioxide  are  still  3  and  10  times,  respectively,  the 
OSHA  Standard.  These  calculations  suggest  the  respiratory 
problems  suffered  by  the  BFA  firefighters  could  have  been 
from  exposure  to  chlorine  compounds  produced  during  bunv 
ing  of  herbicides.  It  also  seems  likely  that  residents  of  the 
Coast  and  Cascade  ranges  of  Oregon  may  suffer  from 
chronic  bronchitis,  pulmonary  edema,  and  pneumonia  after 
exposure  to  slash  burn  smoke. 


Litigation 

Litigation  against  slash  burning  has  been  attempted  on  the 
grounds  of  encroachment  on  private  property,  To  date,  the 
courts  regard  siasli  burn  smoke  as  non-hazardous  despite  pub- 
lished evidence  to  the  contrary.  In  the  case  of  Parker,  c\  nt.  o, 
Sow  Ctaeadt  heard  last  January  in  Oregon  Federal  district 
court.  Judge  Owen  Fanner  ruled  that  the  burden  of  proof 
that  slash  burn  smoke  is  hazardous  is  on  the  plaintiffs  in  each 
specific  instance  of  infraction."  Thus,  private  individuals  pur- 
suing litigation  are  forced  to  support  the  costs  of  sampling 
and  analyzing  slash  burn  smoke  and  presenting  the  evidence 
in  a  fashion  that  is  credible  in  court.  This  includes  documenta- 
tion or  wind  direction  to  avoid  "Act  of  God"  arguments  on 
the  part  of  defendants.  The  complete  evidence  in  a  successful 
court  case  would  require  documentation  of:  total  particulate 
density,  quantitative  analysis  of  bcnzo|n]pyrene  and  other 
carcinogenic  PNAHs,  the  presence  of  chlorine  substances 
such  as  chlorine  dioxide  which  is  noticeable  because  of  its 
orange  color,  the  possibility  of  relict  and  degraded  herbicides 
as  well  as  dioxin,  and  24  hr  data  on  wind  velocity  and  direc- 
tion. 

Summary 

Slash  burning  forms  carcinogenic  polynuclear  aromatic 
hydrocarbons  (PNAHs)  which  are  apparently  released  into 
the  atmosphere  via  smoke  and  into  aquatic  networks  via  run- 
off. Dioxins  and  other  chlorinated  compounds  may  be 
similarly  released  if  the  slash  has  been  treated  with 
chlorinated  herbicides.  The  known  effects  of  these  com- 
pounds on  human  respiratory'systems  warrant  concern  for 
citizens  subjected  to  the  smoke  from  slash  burning  incidents. 
Litigation  based  on  careful  analysis  of  slash  burn  smoke  may 
prove  helpful  in  spurring  consideration  of  alternatives  to 
slash  burning, 
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ROUGH  &  READY 
LUMBER  CO. 


Al   Larson 

Bureau  of  Land  Manajjemen 
3040   Biddlc  Roatl 
Medford,    Oregon        97504 


Dear  Mr.    Larson: 
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30365  Redwood  Hwy. 

PO  Box  519 

Cave  tunction,  OR  97523 

(503)592-3116 


Josephine/Jackson -Klamath  Timber 
Management  Supplemental  Environ- 
mental   Impact   Statement      (SEIS) 


The  Medford   District  -Supplemental   Environmental    Impact  Statement    (SEIS)   documents 
a  mid-course   change  in  the  present   10  year  forest  management  plan.     This   change 
deals  mostly  with  a  proposed   increase  in  clear  cutting  and  comes  about  because 
the  District  wished  to  take  advantage  of  the   latest   si lvi cultural   techniques. 
Techniques   developed  through  research  and  the  use  of  healthy  growing  stock 
furnished   by   the   Hertford   Forest    Nursery. 

We  agree  with  this  mid-course  change  in  the  timber  management  plan  and  -believe 
the  SEIS  clearly   explains   and  demonstrates   the  need   For  this   change. 

We  would  only  offer  two  suggestions: 

First,   many  of  the   silviculture  techniques  you  arc  using  were  developed  under  the 
10  year  Forest   Intensified  Research  Program   (FIR).     Therefore  to  document   this 
research   for  your  SEIS  we  would  suggest  you   include  the  Bibliography  titled, 
"Publications    and  Thesis    from   the    FIR   Program"    compiled  by  J .P.    Walstad,    ';  H* 
Program    Leader,    Fon.-s  i~";"T7-"i  wo  TnbnV.it  ory  ,    3200   ..Kiffttrsnn' Way  ,    Corval  l_is_ 


stry  Sc 

97331 ,    November  9th,    1984 . 


Second  we  believe   it  would  be  appropriate  to  consider  economics   in  your  SEIS. 
O  l-O    I    For  example;    what    savings    are   there    in    logging    cost,    in    less   miles   of  road 

■   building,   vegetation  management   on   less   acres,   are   there  any  increased  costs, 
and  what   will   be  the   effect  on  the   counties   share  of  0  5  C  funds? 

We  believe  that   the   BLM  by   developing   this   SEIS  demonstrates   its   responsibilit 
and  we  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
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Lewis   Krauss 

Rough    S    Ready    Lumber   Company 
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EUGEME  F.  BURRILL  LUMBER  CO. 

■   I  Manufacturers  o!  Kiln  Dry  White  Fir  and  Douglas  Fir  Studs 

P.O.  BOX  220   ■   MEDFORD.  OREGON     97S01    •   (503)  B26-3E21 


PecembcA  17,    7954 


Hugh  Shann  e- 

D-U&Uct  Managed  gr  ;> 

MediJo'u/  Vi&-VUct      '  fo 

3040  BiddCe  Road 
Mecfrfo-ld,      OR       97504 

RE:     PRAFT  JOSmfrWE/JACKSOW-KLMIATtf  TIMBER 

MAWAGEMEWT  5LIPPLEMEWTAL  EWl/IRt)WA!EfJTAt  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

Ai   a  member  o^  -t/ic  Wood  Pftoducii   InduAfAy  aft  Southzsm  Qtizgon,    Engetie 
F.    Zu>uUZi  Lumbe.1  Co.  6tippo>itA  tiiz  d/ux^t  4ta.tiime.nt  pi.opme.d  by  -C/ie 
EuAe.au  and  bzLieveJi  it  adzquatztij  dtuc/Ubiu  tlie   trnv-iAonmiLntaZ  -fjnpacti. 
Thz  pZan  utiZ-lzeA  the.  moi-C  cu/Vmnt  4ct£ttt£tC  evi.den.cs.  on  envAjionmental 
impact  and  pKopzxlq  dOtecti  an  acceptable  management  ac-tion. 


The  community  . 
ploA. 


Sincerely  jfoaM, 

EUGBll   F.    BURRILL   LUMBER  CO. 


iteA?At  i/xLLl  be  piapeHij  managed  within  the  icope  o&  thii 


PAMIEL   E.   GOLTZ 
TimbeA  Manager 
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Illinois  Vnlloy  Soil  mid  Wnier  Conservation  District 
Cm  Junet«in.Oii:!j<ift  97523      Biumi  15031  502  3731 

Secamber   17      1984 
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1999  Seu'ar  Flat  :!oad, 
.lillians,  Ore.  97^1. 
1?  Hec.   198^. 


LT',  'Jiftrict  E.ptr.» 
Rflfor:! ,   Cre. 
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A 1    Larson 

i'lanning  *.  Environmental    Co. 
Bureau  of   Land  Management 
3040   Biddle   Road 
Hertford,   Oregon     97304 


:iuj.tji,.!iin.'tiio].   Environman 
Impact   Statement 
(SEIS)   Medford  District 
Timber  Management    Plan 


Dea 


Mr. 


The    Board   of   Directors    a'    the    Illinois    Valley  Soil    &  Water  Conservation 
District  has   reviewed   the  Supplemental  Environmental   Impact  Statement    (SETS) 
for   the  Medford   BLM  District   Forest  Management   Plan;     we   find   it    to   be  well 
written   and   self-explanatory . 


■»\ 


Part    of   our   function   as   a    Soil   Conservation   District    is    to  monitor  and 
prevent  non-point   pollution   (   208  Program).      In  our  district,    road   building 
and    logging  would    be   a   primary   source   of   such   pollution.      We.    therefore, 
support  any  plan   (  SEIS    -   page  9)    that   reduces  erosion  and  sediment. 

We  are   also  aware    of    the    ten-year   Forest    Intensified    Research    Program 
(KIR)    for   southwestern  Oregon     and  we    feel    you  might   cite    some    of    the   reports 
from  this   research   to   hack  up  your  SELS. 

Economics   might   also    be    considered    in  your  Statement.      Questions   which 
might   be  asked   are:     Will   the  net   cost  of   the   proposed  action   b&  more   or 
less,    and   how  will    it   effect    county   revenues':' 
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Thank  you  for  giving  ou: 
of  the  Medford  m,M  Timbi 


the  oppor 
nt  Plan. 
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!1nnr  f'r.  3hera.i 

T   am   writing  this  m  a  concameH   citizen  and   not  a?  a  member  of  any 
rrnnp.     Thi*  iff  in  retard  to  clearsuttin;*  in  the    ,'illiwiB  a*sa. 
.T   have  been  opposed   to  elfi&r  Witting  for  a  very  long  tin  ft  "but  after 
taking  the   tour  conducted  by  "111  Bradley  laist  spring  and  talking 
with  the  llf:  officials  I  wai  almost  convinced  that  clear  cutting  is 
po-^ihly  thft  bast  way  to  raanaga  thr  forest,  and  it  may  very  well  be 
in   some  arsa*.     However  I   am  opponoft  to  any  more  clear  cutting  in 
thr  Williams  area,   particularity  those  areas  visible  +,rom  the  valley 
Mid    clo'-e   to  where  people  live. 

1   live  rirht.  at  the  foot  of  the  mountain  on  rtedar    -lat  Road  and   while 
K".  do  Siot  R«B  the  clear  cut  areas  from  our  house  they  are  rifrht  up 
behind,  us.      4*  have  live--'   here   for  12  years  and  have  owned   property 
here  for  21  years  and  we  retired  here  to  en.joy  this  beautiful  country. 
,','e  used   to  enjoy  the  beautiful  drive  up  the  hill  and   always  took 
■MendF-  an-'   relative  up  to  see   the  beautiful  scenery  and  enjoy  the 
view,      "ow  mo  take  them  up  the  hill  to  aae  how  it  has   been  devastated. 
■low  T.   can  hardly  Ket  ny  wife  to  take  that  drive. 

I   understand   that  nuch  of  it  needs  to  be  harvested  and  I  know  that 
when  the   trass  reach  a     certain  point  they  only  Hft^ln  to  deteriorate 
and  then  our  resource  is  lost.     I  also  know  the  affect  that  the  timber 
harvest  ha;-   on  our  economy.  However  I   feel  that  there  is  too  much 
beinp;  harvested  in  thl«  area  at  this  time  and  it  seems  to  me  at  the 
rate  it  is  feelnji  cut  that  these  hill  will  be  denuded  perhaps  even  in 
my  lifetime. 

In  closing  I  nsk  that  thsre  be  no  more  clear  cutting  in  this  area  as 
stated  above  and  I  would  ask  that  the  total  area  being  harvested  be 
limited   as  much  ar   possible  and  stili   keep  our  forests  productive. 


s 


¥a.u4, 


Harold  L.   ledrick 


EE/jw 


V.   S's'CW  Director 


Chuck  Liles,  DSWC  Admini 
Roy  Manning,  District  Co: 
Lew  Krauss,   SWCD  Directo1 


Western    Forest   Industries  Association 


\YLOR      STREET 


Mr.  Al  Larson 
December  14,  1984 
Page  Two 


Mr.  Al  Larson 

Planning  and  Environmental  Coordinator 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3040  Biddle  Road 

Medford,  Oregon  97504 

ke:   Josephine/Jackson-Klamath  Timber  Management  Supplemental 
F.nvironi:t.-iiL.:i !  !  mpaci  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Larson: 

Western  Forest  Industries  Association  (WFTA)  is  a  trade  association  com- 
prised of  approximately  100  manufacturers  of  lumber  and  plywood  located 
throughout  the  Pacific  Northwest.  Our  members  are  primarily  small,  in- 
dependently-owned firms  that  rely  almost  exclusively  on  federal  forest 
lands  Cor  a  source  of  raw  material.  Since  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
is  a  substantial  supplier  of  timber  in  southern  Oregon,  the  Association 
and  its  members  are  very  interested  in  the  management  plans  for  the 
Medford  District- 


be  strictly  observed.  WFIA  urges  that  you  have  the  draft  supplemental 
EIS  thoroughly  reviewed  by  your  legal  counsel  to  check  for  compliance 
with  all  of  the  requirements  imposed  upon  you  by  both  NEPA  and  CEQ  and 
Chat  any  deficiencies  identified  be  corrected  prior  to  publication  of 
the  Final  Supplemental  EIS. 


.ncerely- 


Jim  Geisinger,  Forester 


Mr.  William  Leavell 


WFIA  supports  the  decision  to  emphasise  clearcutting  on  the  Medford 
District  when  appropriate  and  believes  the  supplemental  draft  EIS 
adequately  displays  the  alternatives  and  coses  of  the  decision.  We 
were  very  concerned  with  the  emphasis  placed  on  partial  cut  silvicul- 
tural  prescriptions  in  the  original  pl?n  as  there  clearly  was  a  lack 
of  economic  and  environmental  justification  for  thar  decision.   The 
research  findings  of  the  FIR  Project,  local  experience  on  other  owner- 
ships and  economic  analysis  has  demonstrated  that  clearcutting  is  appro- 
priate as  the  principal  silvicultural  treatment  on  the  district-.   A 
strong  argument  can  also  be  made  for  clearcutting  from  an  environmental 
standpoint  in  that  less  road  construction  is  necessary  to  manage  the 
land  and  fewer  entries  over  the  rotation  arc  necessary. 


While  the  proposed  decision  can  be  easily  explained  and  justified,  it 
is  imperative  that  the  legal  requirements  of  NEPA  and  the  CEQ  Guidelines 
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Deeenber   10,   198I| 
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Hr.  Hugh  Shera 

District  Manager   BI>!  Hedford 

^oiiO  Biddle  Road 

Hedford,   Or.     97£01 


I  an  ""'log  concerning  the  proposed  change  in  cutting  policy  for  the 
ten  yea,  period  79-89.  The  change  ,111  he  55,000  acres  deal  cut  instead  Tt 
.the  or igionil  9,000  pins  20,000  shelter  wood.  I  ha,e  heard  and  understand 
w%»» T  \f  econo^ca,   coetHjrfectiveness  „d  fntee  tlaber   crops  given 

2  l^f  ™?  ^"Sr"^  t°.fo's»t  ianage»ent  this  change  is  totally  one  sided 

and  unacceptable.  Any  idea  of  en.ironaental,   visual  astheticir  natorehed 
O      protection  has  been  throra  to  the  ^n„  ,„.<  l>.. rZT^    \!     *??". 


28-4 


pwauJ.D.  JmJ.   iuoa  oi  environnental,   vij 

protection  has  been  tteorni  to  the  wind  and  the  once  sensible"'ttought"of  ' 
cut  it  aU  down.  Too  claia  yield  will  be  naintained  by  vhat  you  mil  do  Kith 

SfS^r^ffSS*""  t"'t  J"  "1U  to°  *°  *"*  «°™a  «  "hole  vaSey 
mStJS?  "=ods  are  to  be  clear  cut.  If  the  BUI  cannot  hear  u»  In  good 

faith  and  comon  good  that  the  040  act  and  Church  guidelines  iaply  then  tn^y 

hijj.  nave  to  near  as  in  court.  * 

».n^l^P%i1°<t°n°  I,?°°1f  1Ut°  *°  P*°P0»  S0''8  ■?">«<*»»  to  the 
.anagewnt  ,f  BIUbi  valley  that  could  be  applied  on  a  broader  scope. 
The  already  existing  mner  valley  forest  (such  as  the  040  tractir, 
anf  ».?„,'  222?  "*  l0"  "3  lB  *°  ""  d"™>l°P«l  «  Wealthy  miderness 
28-5  SetST  pT",t<"!tl°n  •**"«  *  »  *°™  MM  and  Bm  office  working 
together.  T  understand  that  soae  of  what  we  still  see  is  already  sold 

doS  te»?S*  "^  °°  0J»«"°*«»«  "thin  three  or  even  five  alias  of 
£TL^?„  *£        '  ^J8"""*  «  »»»  'i«W«  »■<»*  vui  be  l.  of  interest 
■  to  aany  in  the  conaunity. 

?«-(?  I„mr  S!  S'Ste-*jS"  °f  *'*<™«™t  ™*er  sheds  is  also  of  concern  to 

6  'ZL  ?h°„S°£  f"  "f-°7-  Th°  """"WW  ="1  protection  of  these  reeource 
areas  should  be  done  in  conjunction  with  looal  citizens.  Recreation  an" 
irrigation  both  depend  on  wisdoa  in  this  area 

Ivm-  f*?iCaii3r  I  f9sluthat  if  J»«  "e  going  to  blatantly  clear  out  all  of 
aZJSS.  2S  7°"  3?°Uld  "*  bl<*™<*r  P»  serve  and  protect  as  uncut 
source,    TVSLl  "*1  '?'tlD°j£  tb»  ™<"*>  "Mnd  on?  ho.es  and  water 
sources.  A  further  eiaaple; county  mde  you  should  leave  as  auch  SO-SO  t 
£"£  rTsS      6  """*'  "h0lS  ""d  °"t,"I0,Ied  *  ™  -e'oSa  to  cS„  cut 

A  prograa  should  be  developed  now  to'  convert  failing  rm,  to  the 
processing  of  annual  cop.  for  the  aaking  of  papers,  roofs  lao-ics     »d 

tne  i^l8^*1318;     ™3  "°°ld  2*  *  "«™ M*£  taS  Jutnr.  for 
the  industrial  work.,,  in  our  state.  Herbs,  oils,  scents,  md  spices  "an 

SS,  W?t  °°'  '  *"'  t"OI»8sed  i"  «•  innuetriaf  centoT 

Sincerely,  _j^_  Uirt,    i^ 

Alan  Tenet       1130  Tetherow  Rd.         '  td  •*    '' ' 
WilliaBs,  Or.  ?75nn         pfj  ti^j, 
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December    14,    1n-Qif 

Hr.  Hugh  H.   Shera 
District   Mauacor 
3urcau   of   Land  Management 
Medford  District   Office 
?0'-r0   Bi'ddle   Eoad 
'■ledford,    Oregon     9750^ 

Dear    Mr.    Shera: 

Tli-^Ei  is  written  in  connection  with  the  dra£>  suuplQinent  to 
«-UT  district's  timber  ETS,  as  *i  relates  Lo  air  pollution 
caused  by  slash  burning. 

About  a  voar  ap;o  I  was  a  nueat  at  a  dinner  meeting  of  the 
lmal  chapter  ofi  the  national  o-^anization  r,f  people  ■'n  ycrnr 
n>-ofes3ion,  most  of  those  present  being  local  employees  of  either 
3LK  "t-  the  Forest  Se-vice.  The  subject  of  this  raeetinE  was  slash 
burning,  and  how  its  toxic  and  irritat^R  smnke  was  ca-ried  long 
distances,  often  into  a1  ready-policed  u-ban  areas. 

Now  1  learn  that  you  nlan  to  increase  the  wl-nady  unaccen+able 
vol"me  of  slash  bu-nin^,  instead  of  searching  for  a  method  of 

reduction  or  elimination. 

I  believe  you  know  that  carcinogenic  substances  (PHAII'sJ  *xist 
in  this  emoke.  Horeover,  dirty  air,  in  general,  is  injurious  to  our 
XttSfh 

In  addition,  where  One  human  out  of  three  in  our  peculation 
suffers  from  some  sort  of  lung  impairment,  it  becomes  quite  evi- 
dent that  any  activity  which  stands  further  to  deteriorate  local 
and  global  air  quality  must  not  take  place. 

The  total  of  environmental  threats  are  of  such  magnitude 
that  we  can  no  longer  ienorc  them  or  compromise  in  the  name  of 
trade-offs. 

Perhaps  slash  can  be  ground  up  and  returned  to  the  earth  as 
compost.  Whatever  the  method,  this  problem  must  be  dealt  with  and 
solved.  Its  scope  joes  far  beyond  purely  local  concern  regarding  the 
need  and  the  right  for  clean  air. 


A 


JJ4-J-1C  er  elyj__^ 
"Cordon   Farnsworth 


cc     Hike   V/alker 
Team   Leader 


CiHWAY      •      MEDFOHD,    OREGON   9/5 
December    1ft,     1984 


PHONE  (503)  7/3-5:1.'". 


Huqh  Shera 
December  14,  1984 
Pa^e  2 

SQTIA  recommends  that  the  BLM,  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Tinal  supplemental  environmental  impact  statement  and  record  of 
decision,  take  any  action  needed  to  minimize  the  risks  of  a    lawsuit. 


Hugh  Sheru 
District  Mantiqer 
BLM-MedTord  District 
3040  Biddle  Ruad 
MedFord,  OR  975D4 


Dsa 


Hugh: 


On  behalf  of  the  Southern  Oregon  Timber  Industries  Association, 
I  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Josephine/ Jackson-Klamath  Timber  Management 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and  would  like  to  offer 
comments  on  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  Supplement. 

Out  first,  i  would  like  to  commend  the  BLM  for  acting  in  a 
responsible  and  professional  manner  to  address  public  concerns 
regarding  the  management  of  0  A  C  and  public  domain  lands-   Local 
comrnuni  Ly  interests  have  been  served  by  the  open  discussion  of  the 
pros  and  cons  of  the  clear-cut  versus  shelterwood  harvesting  issue.   I 
would  also  like  to  commend  the  8LM  for  actively  and  aggressively 
incorporating  FIR  and  DSU  research  results  into  on-the-ground  manage- 
ment practices. 


My 


mment  r, 


the  dr 


Tt 


as  follows. 


.  Lei]H.l  Adequacy  of  the  Draft  Supple 


ent 


8y  electing  to  publish  a  supplemental  environmental  impact 
statement,  the  BLM  is  charting  e  new  course  throuqh  the  sometimes 
treacherous  waters  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 
and  Council  on  Lnvi ronmental  Quality  (CPU)  regulations.   As  both 
the  OSFS  and  BLM  have  experienced  in  recent  years,  compliance  with 
the  complex  procedural  requirements  of  the  regulations,  has  become 
a  major  stumbling  block  to  wise  resource  management. 

Unfortunately,  the  risks  nC    writing  an  untried  typo  oT  environ- 
mental disclosure  statement,  are  high.   It  would  be  very  detrimental 
to  the  Southern  Dreqon  forest  resource  and  community  if  a  lawsuit 
was  able  to  force  the  return  of  sheltcrwoud  harvesting  because  the 
BLM  fnilBd  to  comply  with  the  appropriate  procedural  requirements 
of  the  CEO  regulations. 
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ironmental  Adequacy  of  the  Draft  Supplement 


The  DraTt  Supplement  clearly  discloses  the  environmental  impacts 
of  the  proposed  action.   However,  the  economic  and  social  impacts 
have  not  been  disclosed.   Although  NEPA  only  requires  the  disclosure 
of  biological  and  physical  impacts  on  the  environment,  reqular  environ- 
mental impact  statements  and  management  plans  do  include  an  analysis 
of  the  economic  and  social  impacts. 


on,  like 
BLM  will 


The  economic  and  social  impacts  of  the  proposed 
most  of  the  environmental  impacts,  will  be  positive, 
be  able  to  reduce  their  management  costs  and  the  sevi..^ 
passed  on  to  both  the  Treasury  and  0  &  C  Counties. 

SQTIA  recommends  that  the  BLM  add  a  brief  discussion  of  the 
economic  and  social  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  to  the  final 
supplemental  environmental  impact  statement  prior  to  its  publication. 


In  conclusion,  S0T1A  believes  that  the  Draft  Supplement  adeguately 
describes  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  action.   However, 
50TIA  recommends  that  the  economic  and  social  impacts  of  the  proposed 
action  be  added  to  the  supplement  prior  to  finaliza lion .   Also,  SOTIA 
urges  the  BLM  to  minimize  all  possible  risks  of  a  lawsuit  by 
that  the  final  supplement  is  legally  "bullet-proof". 


u  r  i  n  g 


Thank  you  for  thi 


rtunity  to  provide 


-its. 


b<9  $vmt£-iysi*>d  ?«dui&J*L  W  Ob 


J&Ld-£-db**JJL 


lu. 


J&e.**r>bt<c-.  it  ,  LS  £ ■/ 
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Hugh  Shera 
District  Manager 
BLM-Medford  District 
3D40  Diddle  Road 
Medford,  Or.  97504 

Mr.  Hugh  Shera: 

Re:   Draft  Josephine/Jackson-Klamath  Ti 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


iber  Management  supplemen1 


As  a  member 

of  other  buainai 


the 


Grants  Pass  business  community,  I  share  the  concern 
n  that  we  maximize  timber  harvest  on  a  sustained 
yield  basis  given  the  necessary  environmental  safeguards.  Our  local 
economies  cannot  afford  to  waste  any  of  the  productive  capabilities 
Of  our  federal  lands,  or  the  techniques — both  new  and  used — that  can 
be  employed  to  manage  them. 

While  I  do  not  feel  qualified  to  comment  on  the  technical  aspects  of 
your  Supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  I  do  wish  to 
express  my  hope  that  the  BLM's  methodology  will  stand  up  to  close 
scrutiny.  We  cannot  afford  to  have  our  timber  harvest  slowed. or  re- 
duced by  the  legal  acrobatics  of  a  gifted  minority.  I  would  encourage 
you  to  do  all  you  can  to  "armor-plate"  your  work  against  such  event- 
ualities. 


I  appreciate  the  opportunity 


Yours  truly, 


Martin  G.  Bauer 

Vice  President  _  Broker 


P.O.  BOX  967  •  GRANTS  PASS  *  ORLOON  -  97J3*  *  (503)476.5305 


m 


Mr.   Al   Larson 


December  14,   19 
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Southwest  Forest  Industries 


PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  DIVISION 


December  14,   1984 


P.  0.  Box  820 
Mcdford,  Oregon  97501 
Telephone  IS03)  776-5750 


Mr.  Al  Larson 

Planning  and  Environmental  Coordinator 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3040  Biddle  Road 

Medford,  OR  97504 

Dear  Mr.  Larson: 

The  following   is  my  response  to  the  Draft  Supplemental   EIS  to  the  Final 
Environmental    Impact  Statements  for  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath 
Ten  Year  Timber  Management  Plans. 

The  Supplemental   EIS  is  good  enough  for  me.     Furthermore,   I   approve  of  this 
"housekeeping  measure"  to  legitimize  your  operational    improvements   in 
forest  management  on  the  ground  by  developing  a  supplemental   EIS.      In  fact, 
I   applaud  your  rapid  application  of  techniques  to  improve  forest  practices 
on  the  Medford  District  that  will    lead  to  actual   greater  productivity 
and  resource  protection  before  doing  all   the  red  tape  work  to   "justify" 
it.     However,  this  very  approach  leads  to  vulnerability  with  those  persons 
and  groups  who  are  against  greater  productivity  and  gives  them  "handles" 
to  obstruct  your  new  found   improved  practices.     So,  please  accept  my  remarks 
that  follow  as  aids  to  help  you  develop  a  more  defensible  document.     Your 
defense  of  it  will   probably  wind  up  in  court  eventually. 

I  In  general,  although  this   is  a  supplement  to  the  original   EIS,  wherever 
statements  are  made  that  tie  back  to  the  EIS,   it  should  be  so  stated, 
rather  than  assuming  that  the  reader  has  the  EIS  and  is  automatically 
referring  to   it. 

I  On  page  4  of  the  Supplement,   last  paragraph  of  D,  there  is  a  statement  about 
the  decrease  in  road  mileage  and  a  reference  to  Table  Two.       Someone  could 
ask  to  see  the  work  that  justifies  this  assertion.     Where  can  it  be  found? 

Also,  on  page  4,   1.   Clearcut,  you  need  to  reference  the  assertion  made  in  the 
second  sentence  about   "stocking  standards  can  be  effectively  achieved  on 
most  sites  through  clearcutting. "     Merely  making  the  assertion  will   not 
suffice  for  a  skeptic  without  documented  proof. 
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Likewise,  on  page  5,  second  sentence,   it  needs  to  be  shown  that  improved 
techniques  have  in  fact  resulted  in  achieving  successful    regeneration,  not 
previously  achieved  prior  to  application  of  state-of-the-art  information. 
Research  data  from  FIR  could  do  this. 


oo_o|A9ain  ir  tne  second  paragraph  page  5,  the  SEIS  says,   "This  process  has  proven 


Ito  be  successful   in  practice.. 


Where  is  the  proof? 
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On  page  5,   fifth  paragraph   it  says,   "Under  the  first  situation,  natural 
regeneration  of  the  site  did  not  occur.     The  shelterwood  attempt  created  a 
condition  where  the  site  was  quickly  occupied  by  a  heavy  component  of  brush 
and  grass,  preventing  adequate  natural   regeneration."    This  condition,  then 
is  used  to  justify  clearcutting  the  remaining  overstory  to  prepare  the  site 
for  artificial   regeneration.     There  must  be  an  explanation  why  underplanting 
in  this  situation  would  not  be  a  generally  viable  alternative  to  clearcutting. 
I  think  I  know  why,  but  you  need  to  explain  it  to  the  philosophically  hostile 
1 ayman . 

There   is  an  explanation  why  clearcutting   is  recommended   in  those  instances  where 
restocking   is  adequate,  but   I  feel   the  explanation  is  somehow  inadequate.     Are 
there  any  alternatives  to  clearcutting  in  those  instances?     What  are  they? 
Why  won't  they  work?--biological ,  economic,  physical?--with  documentation. 

On  page  6  in  the  second  paragraph,  there  is  a  statement  that   "records  to 
date  indicate  that  stocking  has  been  achieved  on  78  percent  of  all   reforested 
units   (clearcut,   shelterwood  and  other)."     This  statement  needs  a  lot  of 
clarification.     What  kind  of  stocking  has  been  achieved,  minimal,  adequate, 
100%?     What  is  adequate  stocking?     Is  stocking  on  78  percent  of  the  units 
considered  good,   fair,   poor?     The  next  sentence  indicates  that  "84  percent 
stocking  has  been  achieved  on  clearcuts  which  is  better  than  the  average 
stocking  rate  of  77  percent  for  clearcuts  as  reported  by  Stein   (1982)'." 
Is  this  84  percent  on  the  same  basis  as  the  78  percent  reported  above?     Are 
we  talking  about  a  percent  of  the  units,  percent  of  the  area  of  the  units, 
or  percent  of  optimum  number  of  trees  per  acre? 


p  with  charts,  graphs 


•  «    o     |The  explanation  of  all   of  the  above  should  be  backed  u 
JO"0      late,  and  basic  data  to  prove  the  figures. 

QOmy     lAnother  point.     If  the  present  regeneration  percentage  is  adequate,  then  why 
*3*J"  /      ^change  to  a  "new"  system  stressing  clearcuts? 

I  On  page  6,   paragraph  2.   Shelterwood   (1)  Hot  dry  area  with  skeletal,  shallow 
soils.     The  layman  needs  to  have  the  word   "skeletal"  as  applied  to  soils 
defined. 

I  On  page  7,   paragraph  3.     Trees  Left  Per  Acre  Under  Shelterwood  Systems,   second 
paragraph,   second  sentence,   "Operational   experience  indicates'  that'  approximately 
8  to  12  leave  trees  per  acre  are  sufficient  to  meet  the  regeneration  objective." 
Please  document  that  statement  and  provide  the  records  to  prove  it. 

Under  the  section  on  B.  Soils,   I  believe  you  should  do  the  following: 

1,     Discuss  the  general    subject  of  soil   productivity  loss  through  burning  and 
the  relation  of  cutting  systems  thereto,  with  appropriate  research  documentation. 
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2.  Relate  the  change   in  proposed  cutting  regime  to  soil   productivity  loss 
discussed   in  1.   above  and  how  the  change  will   reduce  the  loss. 

3.  It  is  stated  that  a  19  percent  reduction  in  road  construction  would  result 
in  an  equal   reduction  in  erosion  and  loss   in  soil   productivity.      Is  this  subject 
covered  in  the  EIS?     Where?     Please  produce  documentation  to  show 


December  14,   1984 


Mr.  AT   Larson 


December  14,  19 
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what  the  erosion  consists  of  and  that  there  will   be  a  straight  line  reduction. 

4.  Show  that  the  .yarding  systems  mix  would  not  change  as  acreage  to  be 
yarded   is   reduced. 

5.  Where  is  the  data  on  soil   productivity  loss  due  to  burning?     In  the  EIS? 
Please  document. 

Paragraph  C.   Water     Resources 


estimates  made? 


Is  there  research  or  other  data  to  support  the 
agra|  '-" 
refer  to  the  research  or  other  data  that  backs  up  the 


'Zl-I  1      lstate,nents  lliade   in  the  first  paragraph?     In  the  paragraph  dealing  with 
|sedinientation,  can  yor  — 


I  Page  10,  paragraph  D.   Vegetation.     Please  explain  why  the  proposed  changes 
would  not  significantly  change  vegetation  structure  or  composition  from  that 
expected  in  the  two  FEIS's.      I  thought  by  clearcutting  you  would  eliminate  a 
lot  of  brush  that  would   instead  be  conifers. 


33-73 


33-14 


33-15 


Page  TO,  E.  Animals.  The  second  paragraph  needs  to  discuss  the  long  term 
effect  on  deer  and  elk  populations  expected  under  the  former  harvesting  program 
compared  with  the  proposal.  In  the  next  paragraph  you  should  display  through 
charts  or  graphs  the  assertion  that  "in  10  or  15  years,  the  future  forest 
structure  would  be  essentially  the  same  under  either  harvesting  regime." 
Will  there  be  any  effects  from  the  new  harvesting  regime  on  non-game  species' 
Why? 

I  On  page  11  under  F.  Fish,  there  is  a  statement  that  "Timber  harvest  on 
fewer  acres...  and  create  less  sediment  in  streams."  There  are  those  who 
believe  that  sediment  from  clearcuts  would  be  greater  than  from  shelterwood 
cuts  and  would  outweigh  the  fewer  acres  cut.  Do  you  have  research  proof, 
and  can  you  provide  it,  that  sedimentation  would  indeed  be  less? 

Jj|9e  ]1-  G-  Recreation.  The  two  paragraphs  need  expansion  and  explanation. 
There  are  going  to  be  more  clearcuts.  Clearcuts  are  offensive  to  some  people. 
The  last  sentence  about  BLM  land  viewed  by  the  public  needs  to  be  proven 
or  explained. 

Page  11,  paragraph  I.  Visual  Resources.  The  second  paragraph  which  discusses 
the  differences  and  simi larities  between  the  shelterwood  and  clearcut  system 
is  good  and  actually  applies  to  my  comments  above  under  recreation. 

I  do  not  consider  myself  an  expert  on  NEPA,  but  I  have  seen  encuoh  envirnomental 
impact  statements  "bite  the  dust"  to  know  that  an  EIS  writer  must  anticipate 
every  possible  place  where  the  statement  could  be  attacked.  As  long  as  all 
the  possible  environmental  effects  have  been  adequately  considered  by  the 
agency,  it  could  even  make  a  decision  that  might  be  harmful  to  the  environment, 
but  all  impacts  must  at  least  have  been  considered  and  explained  so  a  lavman 
can  understand. 

There  are   probably  other  items  in  your  supplement  that  I  have  not  noticed 
that  need  explaining  and/or  documenting.  I  urge  you  to  ferret  out  every 
conceivable  possible  item  that  could  be  attacked.  If  you  don't  your 
opponents  will . 


I  hope  you  will  be  successful  in  maintaining  the  improved  forest  management 
program.  Based  on  my  many  years  as  a  forester  in  Southern  Oregon,  I  believe 
you  are  on  the  right  track. 


Very  truly  yours, 


C&f&L  Q.    ■  f^+fAjU*- 


At  A.   Kupillas 
Division  Timber  Manager 
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^culrtine  <';ir:-: 
'.'-5  ClhorEtci.   Drive 
M.nj.&ns,  ureses 

c/k.-i.uOO   fori: 
'■?'—  S700  Office 


r.ur;h  iters,  List.  "nrr. 

::i':'    Middle   ta<!.' 
hoeifont,   Orc.-OK 


ut,r>r  llr.   *nera , 

jjue  tr  vfflrt  aoKTilttirorrts,  I  will  net  be  stole  to 
,  r'.r.'.'   tha  Mot  la*  00   ..'eSMSik:    tr,  Silottas   the  Isaue  of  clear 
eattlnc  »u:  tjsifcw.  1  au  ttraly  0-5  e;«i  to  clear  euttwe  tbiE 
:,oewr,r  »»  i-t  la  a  coloasaj  blie'nt  on  fae  country  r.'i'-c,  both 
cctHotlc&ll'y  mid  cenocarvotionally. 

After  beliig  ovary  from  tho  motwt-.lnous  beauty  of 
scut  ore  Orop'Ki  I'-r  t»er.ty  inn,    I  !nw  Mrturretl  to  indulge  my 
life  long  iJMiiior.  for  Morgan  horsoa.  Balalng,   training  end  sifflwifiB 
torses  d.nii!  a  lot    .f  ijhjwiuel,  aim  toil  ana  financial  exoeietturr. 

ir»v  re  to  oil  rfcrenitli  end  sutisfsctioi    froc  the  majestic 
ncanteiiJ  scar  or  (ill  .g  "V  efcorStrtiMl  SuiMlct  imc  tarr  rr.J  would 
a*  vfii  'wrsonally  tr,  orcvi'j  t  further  destruction  of  swell 
C'oo  riven  Leouty. 

Gincr.soly, 


::Ufe"a  Saera 
KL-K  Kedfora 
ledfora,  Or 
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ve   ret-d  your  Oct.   24-  bur.pieinent"! 


which 
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:--'pe-rs   bo  be  a  strongly  biased  cove-ring  or  nrivette  of 
the    issues   which  we    Bry  doesn't   rr/'ke    sense,      'iou    hr.ve 
viol-  ted  the   National  Lnvircnrcent"l    Policy   Act  by  over- 
cutting(as  of  now  20,631   acres  instead   of  the  ^,000  us 
per  10  ye'-ir  ih-n).      'inis   is    :■   500:  i  increase. 

Bl.H  hr.s  failed  to  carefully  consider  the  cumulf  tive 
Affect    of  their  devi^ti'jn  from  the   10  yr  pln.SU      :  f  BIN, 
Forest    ..'ervice    .-'nd  privpte   industry   all    cle:-.rcut  the 
Si  me   w   tershed  what    is    the   result   in   erosion,    saltation 
of  streams,    flood   d;  Eir-.^e    ■  nd  destruction  of  wi.ld3.ife? 
Yours  for  common   sense. 

Very  sincerely, 


The   Hewbys 
ijelms ,   Cregjan 


IV.  P 


7%n4^- 


ZUMr^x 


Cr.rt-'ce    .'..    ...orosoh 
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,1  Lur'soii-Wani: 
BLM 

3U4U  aiddie  Kd 
Med  lord,  Oregon 


Dear  Mr  Larson: 


mg  &  Enviroiwnentai  Coordinator 


36-7 


36-2 


36-3 


36-4 


kfei:  Comments  on  proposed  changes  in  clear 
acreage  in  the  SLIii-  Jackson-Klamath/ 
J  osephine  Sustained  Yieid  Units 


In  my  opinion,  this  SiliXS    fails  to  address  the  problem 
over  cutting  in  the  J/J— K  SYUs.   The  l'acts  are  that  BLM  has 
already  cut  ^0,621  acres  in  four  years  when  the  iy79-8y  hIS 
called  for  9,UU0  acres  to  he  ciear  cut  in  1U  years.   J.5,tt33 
acres  of  "  failed"  shclterwood  have  a  1  -ready  beun  converted  to 
c  leur  cuts.   The  SL1S  is  supposed  ly  a  guideline  ior  the  future . 
However,  it  scums  a  meaningless  gesture  ior  the  Bureau  to  ask 
fur  publ ic  comment  when  the  proposed  action  is  already  taking 
place.   This  is  an  affront  to  the  NKPA  process  which  encourages 
public  comment  b  e  i  o re  a  proposed  action  anu  could  have  been 
issued  at  a  time  before  the  overcutting  took  place. 

The  idea  of  destroying  trees  Which  have  previously  been 
established  on  the  sites  seems  wasteful .   it  is  surprising  that 
no  alternatives  were  considered  that  would  not  only  save  these 
trees  but  create  jobs .   Manual  clearing  of  brush  in  those  areas 
where  harvesting  can  be  done  with  minimal  damage  to  smaller  trees 
snuuld  be  considered.   The  areas  that  are  understocked  could  then 
be  filled.   Another  plan  would  ue  u  leave  sites  which  are 
adequately  stocked  with  an  overstory  until  all  trees  are  mature 
enough  for  Harvest .   Tit  is  would  lose  some  harve  stable  timber  now 
but  in  the  long  run  would  insure  a  well  stocked,  healthy  i'orest. 

Your  sect  ion  on  environmental  eonse4uences  draws  the 
conclusion  that  there  will  be  no  significantly  greater  effect  on 
on  anything  hut  air  quality  than  is  discussed  in  the  lyvy-cJO  EIS. 
A  nun  site  specific  unulysis  is  used  to  determine  this.   The 
total  miles  of  roads,  total  increase   in  stream  flow,  total  impact 
on  fisheries  is  analyzed  as  is  the  amount  of  yarding  to  be  done  etc . 
Elsewhere  in  the  document  you  say  that  prescriptions  and  TMPs 
are  always  made  on  a  site  specific  basis  because  of  variation 
from  site  to  site.   Environmental  eiiects  must  therefore  also 
be  Considered  on  a  site  specific^rather  tnaii  a  total  statistical 
analysis. 

Lastly,  the  oatit  ULM  management  has  shown  many  mistakes 
wli  i  ch  are  now  haveing  to  be  dealt  with.   it  would  therefore  seem 
prudent  to  try  to  stay  as  close  lo  the  10  Year  J'lan  as  possible 

ather  than  to  significantly  change  it  alter  only  four  years. 
Plantations     trees  which  have  already  been  established  should 
be  considered  successful  and  harvesting  of  old  growth  should  be 
worked  around  these  or  not  done  at  all. 


Sincerely,    /  /  /J, 
Susan  uel les       .  , 

/**«  $j***a-    f7f$7 
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December  16,  1904 


990  Tetherow  Rd. 
Williams,  OH  97544 


Hugh  Shera 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
5040  Biddle  Kd. 
Medford,  OR  97504 

"Oear  Mr.  Shera, 

We  are  appalled  at  the  dramatic  increase  in  the  number  of 
acres  that'  wiiT  be  clear  cut  under  the  proposed  Supplemental 
BIS.   Living  in  the  Williams  Valley,  which  is  surrounded  by 
BIM  lands,  we  are  acutely  aware  of  the  visual  impact 
which  some  clear-cutting  has  already  had.  on  the  Valley. 
We  have  chosen  to  live  in  this  area  because  of  its  beauty; 
few  of  ua  living  here  want  to  see  a  continuous  clear-cut 
where  beautiful  forests  once  abounded.   We  appreciate  these 
forests  for  more  than  just  the  logs  within  them.   There  can 
be  no  doubt  that  wholesale  clear-cutting  of  this  magnitude 
will  greatly  affect  watershed,  wildlife,  and  recreational 
considerations  throughout  the  Medford  Resource  District. 

We're  also  skeptical  that  forest  management  on  a  sustained 
yield  basis  can  be  maintained  under  the  provisions  of  this 
supplemental  EIS.   We  are  not  against  logging  and  wise  use 
of  the  forest  resource,  but  making  and  changing  at  your  will 
the  guideline  by  which  our  forests  are  governed  would  not 
seem  to  be  the  method  to  obtain  the  wise,  long-range  planning 
that  they  and  we  deserve  and  require. 

Thank  you  for  including  our  comments  in  the  record. 

Sincerely, 


t? 


Hay  and  Peg  Prag 
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Deer  Creek  Volley  3  3 

Natural  Resources  Conservation  Association 

5795  Upper  Deer  Creek  Rd. 
Selma,0R  97538 

December  1?,  1984 


3ureau  of  Land  Management 
30*K)  Biddle  Road 
Medford,  Oregon  97504 

Dear  Mr.  Shera 1 

■     In  reference  to  the  Draft  of  Josephine/Jackson-Klamath  Timber 

I Management  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  November  1984, 

lour  organization  find  this  draft  unacceptable  for  the  following  reasons  1 

#1,   It  violates  Congressional  directive  "Church's  Guidelines  for 
clearcutting," 

#2.   It  violates  the  Federal  Land  Policy  Management  Act  (FLPMA). 

"Productivity"  encompasses  all  multiple  uses  and  is  a  protection 
against  advocates  of  a  single  use-timber  only. 

fr}.      It  violates  the  National  Enviornmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  . 
No  where  in  this  document  do  you  take  into  consideration 
CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS.   You  constantly  refer  to  the  first  decade 
as  though  logging  had  just  began.   You  fail  to  take  into  consider- 
ation the  past  35  years  of  intensive  logging  and  the  fact  tha  t 
FIR  "Forest  Intensive  Research"  was  established  in  19?8  because 
you  were  unable  to  get  replanted  trees  to  live,  especially  in 
hot,  dry  areas  such  as  the  Illinois  Valley.   This  leaves  a  very 
large  backlog  of  either  very  small  trees  or  land  that  still  needs 
reforestation.   Both  should  be  considered  as  well  as  private  land 
use  and  U.S.  Forestry  land.  More  land  is  being  sub-divided  for 
homesteads  and  therefore  more  areas  become  denuded  of  trees.   This 
causes  environmental  changes  that  should  be  included  in  a 
cumulative  impact  study. 

NEPA  requires  "the  impact  on  the  environment  which  results  from 
the  incremental  impact  of  the  action  when  added  to  other  past. 
present,  and  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  regardless 
of  what  agency  (Federal  or  non-Federal)  or  person  undertakes 
such  action."  ko   C.F.  R.   51506.7. 

The  increase  in  clearcutting  will  mean  an  increase  in  water 
run-off  which  will  mean  a  decrease  in  underground  water  supplies 
and  will  have  an  impact  on  Deer  Creek,  and  similar  streams  in 
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The  increase  in  burning  of  slash  will  have  a  cumulative  effect 
on  Grants  Pass,  Medford  and  Ashland  areas  which  are  over  EPA 
standards  presently. 

#k.     It  violates  the  0  &  C  Act  of  1937.  Since  your  records  are  not 
current  and  will  not  be  until  1986  according  to  correspondence 
sent  to  our  organization  when  we  requested  information  on  old 
growth  in  the  Deer  Creek  Watershed,   We  were  informed  that  such 
information  is  not  available  and  will  not  be  until  1986.  There- 
fore there  is  no  way  to  have  a  sustained  yield  if  you  do  not  know 
what  timber  is  available.  Under  these  circumstances,  you  should 
not  cut  any  timber  until  your  records  are  current. 
Proper  timber  management  must  consider  all  current  facts  such 
as  the  age  of  trees,  the  amount  of  trees,  present  land  use  on 
private  and  public  property,  water  quanity  and  quality  (such 
as  Deer  Creek's  deteriorated  condition),  fisheries,  wildlife, 
air  quality  (Grants  Pass,  Medford,  and  Ashland),  history  and 
tourism-scenery-recreation.   Without  current  records  there  is 
no  way  you  can  take  these  concerns  into  consideration. 

Sincerely,-, 

/Jean  Patterson 
■'  Chairman  of  the 
Deer  Creek  Valley  Natural 
Resources  Conservation 
Association 

A  member  group  of 
Headquarters 


§3 

WM 

HJHI 


57 


39-1 


on 

BOARD  OF  WW 

COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
Jerry  Bains'.  776-7234 

Honk  Henry  776-7235 

Pete  Saga  776-7236 


JACKSON    COUNTY    OREGON 

COUNTY     COURTHOUSE    -    MEDFORD.    OREGON      97501 


December  18,  1984 


Mr.  Hugh  shera 
Medford  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford,  Oregon   97501 

Dear  Hugh: 

Last  Friday  afternoon,  I  had  the  opportunity  to  visit  some 
Of  your  reforestation  sites  in  the  Applegate  area  with  Al 
Abee  and  Larry  Larsen.   This  field  trip  was  very  informative 
and  enlightening . 

Please  accept  my  sincere  appreciation  for  the  kind  courtesies 
extended  by  Al  and  Larry. 

in  visiting  several  clearcut  and  shelterwood  reforested 
sites,  I  have  come  to  the  realization  that  with  proven 
forest  management  practices,  the  desired  level  or  regeneration 
can  satisfactorily  occur  with  either  timber  harvest  method. 

It  seems  to  me  that  either  method  could  be  economically  and 
environmentally  sound  when  such  factors  as  soil  classification, 
rainfall,  slope,  etc.  are  taken  into  consideration  on  a 
site-specific  basis.   To  do  otherwise  would  appear  to  be 
counter-productive  to  the  overall  goal  of  your  reforestation 
policy — to  replace  timber  harvested  by  the  best  scientifically- 
proven  and  experience-proven  methods  possible. 

In  this  regard,  T  would  urge  you  and  your  staff,  in  drafting 
the  Bureau's  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to 
reconsider  your  original  policy  concerning  clearcutting  and 
shelterwood-cutting  and  use  whatever  method  that  will  serve 
to  maintain  Jackson  County's  economic  timber  base  and  which 
is  environmentally  sound  as  to  specific  tree  growing  locations. 
Arbitrarily  limiting  the  total  number  of  clearcut  timber 
sales  could  be  economically  disadvantageous  to  Jackson 
County  and  the  other  0  5  C  counties  that  are  heavily  dependent 
upon  timber  revenues. 

Thanks  once  again,  Hugh,  for  the  opportunity  to  personally 
view  the  results  of  some  of  your  reforestation  efforts. 
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2401  Stonebrook  Drive 
Medford,  OR  97504 

December  18,  1984 


Mr.  Hugh  Shera,  District  Manager 
Medford  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford,  OR  97504 

Dear  Mr.  Shera: 

Regarding  the   current  discussion  of   the  Medford   District's 
Draft  iSnvlronmental   Impact   Statement   on  Clearcutting,    the 
Rogue  Valley  Audubon  Society  would   like    to  maKe    the   following 
comments. 

In  January,    1984,    Rogue  Valley  Audubon  wrote    the   Bureau 
of  Land  Management  Advisory  Committee   urging  that,    when  advising 

tters   related    to   timber  harvest,    full  consideration  be 
given    to    the    total   range   of  uses  mandated   for  the    public   good. 
These   uses   include   protection  of  watersheds,    wildlife  enhance- 
ment and   preservation,    recreation,    biological  diversity, 
wilderness,    and   related  aspects  of   our  valuable    forest   lands. 

To  date,    there  appears  not    to  have   been    sufficient  emphasis 
on   these  assets.      Therefore,   as   the  Medford  District   prepares 
Its   long-range    timber   sales  program,    we   urge  you   to   Include    In 
your  plans  the  aforementioned   topics. 

The  Medford  District    surely  has  at   hand   the   documented  work 
of    Its   own  hydrologlsts,    soil    scientists,    wildlife   researchers, 
and  others.      This   Invaluable    Information  relates  to  the   multi- 
purpose  uses  which  are   required  for  the  good  of  all   the   public, 
not   only  for   the  production  of    timber. 

We  ask  once  again  that   the   District    seek   out   these    studies 
and    Incorporate    them   into   the    timber  sales  program   in  order  to 
insure   preservation  of  all   the    important  uses  of  the  nation's 


Insure   preservation   ** 
forests   In   the   years   to   come 


Sincerely, 


Tom  Wlcklund,    President 
ROGUiS  VALLtSY  AUDUBON    SOCIETY 
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BUM 

■5040    B I  a  die    Road 
Medford.    Di*  ss^ffln    97 

■iti!      Job   Knot  fat 

P.O.     Bm     1023 
Ashland.    Qrwgon 


I  trees   for   TO   to  60  \ear5  should   bs   add;  reamed   so   that    their 
purpose,     to    let    the   r»f  oreiatatan    t*fcs    place,     mev   be 
accomplished,       is   vour   tree   number1    per    acre?   enough    «:a    k»*o 
them   from   all    blowing   down? 

15)     Hsndling    ot    ala=h.       Are    therm    no    other    al  tarn  at  l  mss    fca 
burning"'      I've   planted   trees    end    kmsw   how   much    easier-    it    is 
to   plant    in    a   site   prepared   by   burning.       But    what    about   other 
al  ten*  natives  ;■■    Lhipping    -for    mul  oh? 
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DSe>r     Mr  .     LarffiQT  ■: 

I    have    reviewed    the    SEIS    a*    the 
i3o#BphinB/J-iacK»0P~KJ.  amath    T-  mber    Manaofflmant    ''.!  tn  .       hi  ear ding 
to   the    BUM   onlv   the    soeouaey   o+    the   supplement    mav   pa 
».dd're«*etf.       I    »hal  I    attempt   that   ■>  irst. 

1)  Where    m    CtW    document    BO    vou    -how    sviduncc    that    the    (amount 
at    prop  or?  st!    clear    ctwti   Hi  1 1    mm"  nut    suet  si  need    vie*  id    an    a 
continuing   o-aaia.       four    nwn   data    states    that   rmf  ommts^s,  on   on 
5hel  terwaod    cuts    l"iM    IMMM'I    difsa.ppo.trit  mg    at    Best    

parti  cuiarlv  when   returning    to   feh«   "shel twrwaod"    Mt&   b.   2nd 
and    3rd    time    io   -five    /ears    to   clean   out    the   ^iBBt    of    the 
tlfflfaer.       Wi  th    .a    lower    -efarssts.tion    success .     unfortunate!  v, 
allowable    cuti(    should    pron^bl  .■    be    recalculated... 

2)  Recent    court    daisi  aions.    have,     **    l****     tsniuararMy,,     halted 
th«    use    of     ph*ww*'S     herfoa  eioee    ««    en    i  n  tensive    ■forest 
management    tool .      ftt    one   tune   the   al  lowable   cut   wjm   M»Md    on 

9  cer tern  percent «aa  1  ncrs«BB  because  oJ  fchei  r  yia*.  Wlw  e  do 
you  ttddre«w  thus  rwcaJ,  cul  at  ton  ot  allowable  out  to  account  tor 
"■.  scant  i -nuance? 
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r.   Hugh  Shera 


December  19,  1984 


nORTH  WEST  TIH1BER  nSSOCIHTIOII 


1355  DAK  STREET  •  P 1  BOX  5554  -  EUGENE.  OREGON  OTC5 
TELEPHONE:  (503)  6BG-9BD3 


December  19,  1984 


Mr.  Hugh  Shera,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford,  OR  97504 

Dear  Mr.  Shera: 

On  behalf  of  the  members  of  North  West  Timber  Association  I  am  pleased  to 
comment  on  the  Supplemental    Environmental    Impact  Statement  for  the 
Oosephine/Jackson-Klamath  Timber  Mangeinent  Plan.     Our  membership  consists 
of  small    independent  lumber  and  plywood  producers  who  are  nearly  100  percent 
dependent  upon  public  timber  supply  as  their  source  of  raw  material. 
Several   of  our  members  are  key  purchasers  of  the  Medford  BLM  District  and, 
therefore,  e,re  directly  affected  by  the  management  decisions  of  the  timber 
resource. 

Based  on  a  complete  review  of  the  Environmental    Impact  Statement   (EIS), 
and  our  intensive  involvement  in  the  development  of  the  original   plans,  we 
are  in  total   support  of  the  proposed  action  and  urge  its   implementation. 
We  see  no  technical   deficiencies  in  the  EIS. 

The  decision  to  use   shelterwood  harvesting  extensively  has  been  controversial 
since  it  was  first  implemented.     However,  the  decision  was  made  on  the  basis 
that   it     was  needed  to  achieve  regeneration  objectives.     Time  and  technical 
advances  have  now  shown  that,   not  only  is  shelterwood  not  needed,   but  that 
the  system  fails  to  meet  the  objectives  for  which   it  was   intended. 

Those  who  have  made  the  change  to  clearcutting  a  public  issue  are  not,   in 
our  evaluation,  concerned  with  the  regeneration  objectives.     Rather,   they 
are  simply  using  the  issue  and  the  legal  maze  to  further  their  objections 
to  management  and  harvest  of  timber  in  general,   and   the  use  of  the  silvicul- 
tural   tool   of  clearcutting  in  specific. 

It  must  be  recognized  thai:  these  special   interests  see  the  appeal   process  and 
the  EIS  simply  as  tools   to  be  used  or  abused  in  meeting  their  higher  goals. 
There  is  no  room  for  consensus  or  compromise.     The  BLM  has  clearly  identified 
the  need  and  professional   justification  for  the  preferred  alternative,   and  it 
must  be   implemented.     Every  effort  should  be  made  to  assure  that   the  legal 
requirements  for  an  acceptable  EIS  are  met. 
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One  important  and  positive  element  of  the  proposed  action  which  was  not  dis- 
cussed is  the  economic  and  social  impact.  The  guiding  force  for  the  majority 
of  the  BLM's  land  is  the  0  &  C  Act  and  the  emphasis  on  community  stability. 
Reaching  this  primary  objective  requires  not  only  that  the  sustained  yield 
of  timber  be  made  available  on  the  market,  but  that  it  be  priced  at  a  level 
that  local  industry  can  afford.  Obviously,  lower  operating  costs  for  timber 
sales  will  increase  the  dollars  returned  to  the  counties,  and  enhance  the 
stability  of  the  industry  and  its  thousands  of  employees.  The  recent  sales 
which  went  no-bid  are.a  clear  indication  that,  in  some  cases,  sale  economics 
are  becoming  marginal  for  BLM  timber.  A  side  benefit  of  the  proposed  action 
will  be  improved  sale  economics. 

One  of  the  primary  costs  of  timber  sales  is  road  construction.  The  proposed 
action  will  reduce  the  miles  of  new  road  construction  during  the  decade  by 
165  miles  which,  in  turn,  will  increase  the  economic  feasibility  of  the  timber 
sale  program  and  increase  the  returns  to  the  counties. 

Partial  cut  harvesting  of  timber,  as  in  shelterwood  systems,  is  significantly 
more  expensive  than  with  clearcutting.  Not  only  are  the  fixed  costs  spread 
over  a  smaller  per  acre  volume,  but  actual  operating  costs  are  higher  on 
partial  cut  sales.  The  move  to  clearcutting,  while  justified  on  sil vicultural 
grounds,  will  have  an  added  benefit  of  improved  sale  economics. 

The  knowledge  that  the  proposed  action  will  have  both  less  environmental 
impact  and  positive  economic  benefits  is  important  news  for  the  communities 
of  southern  Oregon.  We  suggest  that  the  items  be  addressed  and  included  in 
the  final  EIS. 

The  professional  and  upfront  manner  in  which  you  and  your  staff  have  dealt 
with  this  issue,  in  light  of  continuous  harassment,  is  most  admired.  Our 
Association  commends  your  actions  and  urges  that  you  implement  the  proposed 
action. 


Sincerely  yours , 


Superior   Dumber    Co. 

MANUFACTURERS    OF    PACIFIC    COAET    FOREST    PRODUCTS 
POST  OFFICE  BOX   35Q  GLENDALF,   OREGON   974-12 
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PACIFIC  POWER  &  LIGHT  COMPANY 

P  0   BOX   1 1  *{j 
MEDFOna  OHtGON  97301 


December  18,   1984 
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December  19,  19S4 


Hugh  Shera 
District  Manager 
BLM  -  Medford  District 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford  OR  97501 


RE: 


Joscphine/Jiickson-Klamath  Timber  Management 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Hugh, 

Since  Superior  Lumber  Co.  depends  almost  entirely  on 
federal  forest  lands  as  a  source  for  raw  materials,  we  are 
very  concerned  with  the  management  plans  of  the  Medford 
Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Iouperior  Lumber  Co.  supports  the  decision  to  change 
from  shelterwood  harvesting  to  clear-cutting  because  it  is 
good  forestry  and  it  will  have  a  positive  economic  impact 
on  the  local  area.  The  change  is  environmentally  sound 
because  of  reduced  road  construction  and  fewer  entries  over 
the  rotation  arc  needed. 

The  BLM  must,  however,  be  sure  that  legal  requirements 
of  NEPA  and  the  CEQ  Guidelines  are  adhered  to.  A  thorough 
review  of  the  draft  EIS  should  be  conducted  and  any  deficiencies 
be  corrected  prior  to  publication  of  the  final  Supplemental  EIS. 

Sincerely, 


Steven  D,   Swanson 
Asst.  General  Manager 
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Al  Larson 

Bureau  Of  Land  Management 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford,  OR.  97504 

Dear  Mr.  Larson: 

I  have  reviewed  the  draft  timber  management  Supplemental  En- 
vironmental Impact  Statement  and  would  like  to  offer  some  general 
comments  on  the  document. 

Since   I  am  not  a   forester  by  profession  and  am  not  familiar 
with  the  complex  legal    and  environmental    requirements   the  BLM 
must  comply  with,   I  must  rely  on  the  professional  judgement  of  the 
resource  managers   to  determine  the  adequacy  of  the  Statement.   Cer- 
tainly the  document  is  well   written.    It   is  mercifully  brief  and  to 
the  point.   Even  a  laymen  like  myself  can   understand  the  environ- 
mental  impacts  of  the  proposed  channe  from  shelterwood  to  clear- 
cut  harvesting. 

The  environmental    consequences  are  thoroughly  analyzed  and 
it  seems  that  since   less   acres  are  affected  using  clearcut  rather 
than  shelterwood  harvesting  the  impacts   sre  actually  positive.   The 
only  negative   impact  is   a  slight  increase  in  smoke   from  slash  burn- 
ing, but   I   understand  slash  and  field  burning  are  closely  regulated 
to  maintain  current  air  quality  in  populated  areas. 

The  only  analysis  in  the  statement  that  is  missing  is  a  di- 
scussion of  the  economic  and  social   benefits  and  costs'of  the  pro- 
posed action.    It  appears  obvious   that  if  professional    foresters   and 
resource  managers   have   found  better  ways  to  grow  and  harvest  trees 
in  Southern  Oregon,   the   local   communitites,  0  &  C  county  receipts 
and  even  the  federal   treasury  should  benefit.    I   recommend  that  such 
an  analysis  be  added  to  the  final   statement. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  comments. 


5inettely,  / 

Harry  Hutton , 

Manager 

Energy  and  Conservation  Services 


EDFDRD  CORPORATION 
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December  19,    1984 


Hugh  Shera 
District  Manager 
BLM  -  Medford'uistrict 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford,   OR     97504 

Dear  Mr.  Shea: 

Just  a  couple  of  comments  on  the  BLM  Supplemental  EIS. 

First,  I  appreciate  the  BLM  response  to  public  concerns. 
Your  response  has  been  appropriate  since  it  began  with  listening 
to  the  public  and  then  allowing  professionals  to  actually  make 
decisions. 

Second,  there  is  a  real  need  to  make  the  final  draft  as 

4-,     j   |  immune  to  lawsuits  and  political/emotional  tampering  as 
I  possible.  One  suggestion  is  to  add  a  brief  discussion  of  the 
I  economic  and  local  social  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and 
I  alternatives. 
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Keep  up  the  good  work. 


Sincerely 


rj         *2~ 
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Michael   Bormuth 

Forester 

MCDF0RD  CORPORATION 
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Hugh  Shera,  Dist  Mgr 

MEDFORD  BLM 
3040  BidHle  Rd 
Medford,  OR  97504 

Reference:  BLM  Proposal  to  increase  clear-cut  acreage  from  9,  000  to 
56,  000  acres  as  a  supplement  to  the  existing  10  year  timber 
plan  of  Jackson-Josephine  -Klamath  Counties. 

COMMENTS:     The  BLM  proposal  is  yet  another  clear  illustration  of  their 

poor  management  of  our  surrounding  BLM  governed  forests  and 
timber  harvests,     ft  is  also  an  excellent  example  of  their  insen- 
sitive attitude  toward  this  area's  environmental  quality.     To  date, 
the  BLM  has  allowed  approximately  15,  000  more    clear-cut 
A  a     4         harvested  acreage  than  what  was  planned  for  the  entire    10  year 
49~  1         plan.     The  ceiling  figure  of  the  proposed  55,  000  acres  (Trom 
9,  000)  represents  what  the  BLM  has  alloved  to  be  harvested 
and  planned  to  be  harvested  in  the  same  timber  harvest  period  of 
T9TB-198U.     It  is  an  obvious  and  clumsy  attempt  to  bring  the  10 
year  plan  in  line  with  what  the  BLM  has  already  done.     It's  like 

I  changing  the  law  to  justify  the  crime.     Timber  prices  are  low. 
a  lumber  glut  exists,    housing  construction  is  down  and  with  every 
clear  cut  harvest,   possibilities  exist  for  more  watershed  damage, 
soil  errosion,   water  polution  and  ugly  visual  impacts  to  every 
community.     There  exists,    in  my  opinion,    no  logical,    environ- 
mental and  economical  justification  for  this  clear-cut  increa.se. 

The  United  States  Congress  set  forth  guidelines  for  clear-cut 
timber  harvesting  in  an  effort  to  help  protect  our  fragile 
environment.     These  guidelines  are  known  as  the   CHURCH 
CLEAR-CUT  GUIDELINES.     The  United  States  National  Forest 
Service  adopted  these  guidelines  into  their  own  acts  of  timber 
management  as  a  pledge  to  follow  these  regulations.     To  ''ate,   the 
ELM  has  not. 

This  new  proposal  to  increase  the  clear-cut  acreage  from  9.  000 
to  55,  000  is  still  another  clear  example  of  the  BLM's  inability  to 
follow  established  timber  harvest  guidelines,  whether  it  be  their 
own  or  the  United  States  Government. 


Bob  A.  Pleu 
Williams.   OR 
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December  20,   1984 


Mr.   Hugh  Shera,   District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Manaqement 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford,  Or,      97501 

Re:     Proposed  Draft  Supnlement  to  Josephine  and  Jackson/Klamath  Timber 
Management  EIGs.     'D5CIG) 

Dear  Mr.   Shera, 

First  and  foremost,  as  a  participating  member  of  HEADWATERS,  Inc.,  Thompson 
Creek  Residents  for  Ecological  Education  (TREE)  would  like  to  state  that  we  entirely 
concur  and  who lcheartly  support  the  extensive  review  and  comments  regarding  the 
DSEIS  submitted  by  HEADWATER,  Inc.  We  sincerely  hope  that  Medford  BLM  will  give 
the  HEADWATERS  DSEIS  review  document  the  consideration  and  study  it  is  due. 

TREE  has  lonci  contended  that  Medford  BLM  is  not  only  in  violation  of  their 
Josephine  and  Jackson/Klamath  EIS  documents,  but  that  these  documents  are  also 
deficient. (see  Humpy  Mountain  Timber  Sale  IBLA  #84-351  and  the  Thompson  Creek 
Timber  Sole  Statement  of  Reasons  and  Rebuttles  for  the  details  of  these  deficiencies) 
TREE  would  like  to  emphatically  state  that  since  most  of  those  deficiencies  are 
not  rectified  by  the  DSEIS  they  must  be  seen  as  omissions  from  your  DSEIS,  and 
therefore  the  document  is  incomplete  at  best! 

One  of  the  most  qlan'ng  omissions  from  this  DSEIS  is  the  issue  of  the 
cumulative  effects  of  multiple  timber  sales  and  the  following  timber  harvest. 
Living  in  a  watershed  that  is  impacted  by  both  Medford  BLM  and  the  Rogue  River 
National  Forest  (RRNF-Applegate  District)  it  is  of  prime  concern  to  TREE  and  the 
concerned  citizens  we  represent, that  an  effort  to  establish  significant  dialogue, 
study,  and  the  resultant  guidelines  he  initiated  as  soon  as  possible.  At  the 
very   least  the  DSEIS  should  address  this  deficiency  and  propose  corrective  actions. 

As  you  may  know,  for  the  past  year  TREE  has  been  negotiating  a  mutually 
agreeable  timber  sale  with  the  Applegate  Ranger  District  of  the  RRNF.  Appart 
from  the  actual  timber  sale  itself,  a  number  of  recommendations  will  be  forthcoming 
from  our  discussions.  One  of  these  recommendations  is  that  more  effective  com- 
munications and  study  be  initiated  between  the  RRNF,  Medford  BLM,  and  citizens 
cf  the  impacted  watersheds. 

It  is  TREE'S  contention  that  with  a  sincere  attitude  toward  learning  and 
change,  through  honest  appraisal,  self  critism,  and  on  open  exchange  of  ideas 
a  truly  innovative,  informative,  and  mutually  beneficial  dialogue  could  take  place. 
The  purpose  of  this  dialogue  would  be  to  study  the  current  cummulative  effects  of 
timber  harvestinq  within  a  drainaqe,  as  well  as  synthesize  a  model  for  future 
communication  and  study. 


TREE  feels  that  for  too  long  we  have  interacted  as  adversaries,  when  real 
constructive  progress  could  be  made  by  interacting  in  a  spirit  of  cooperation 
This  would  result  in  far  reaching  benefits  to  all  parties,  Including  the  savings 
of  enormous  quanitities  of  energy  and  resources. 

It  is  therfore  TREE ' s  intent  to  bring  to  Medford  BLM's  awareness  the 
deficiencies  in  the  DSEIS  concerning  the  cummulative  effects  of  timber  harvestinq 
in  hope  that  this  omission  can  be  addressed  in  the  final  SETS. 


Respectfully  submitted  by, 


Russell  D.  Park 
Chairperson  TREE 


J.2/18/84 
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ftursay    nf    Land    Mannf-emerit 
1040   Riddle    Road 
MEDFORD,    OH.    97501 

The    following   testimoiv    is    submitted    by  Paula  Downing, 
member   of    Crooked    Cedar    Concerned    Citizens,    and    President 
of   Headwaters    Community  Association.      Please    give  attention 
to   these    comments    in  your    preparation   of    the  Pinal 
Supplemental  Environmental  Statement. 

My   comment    Is  divided    into    three    main   sections : 

I .      Introduction ,    short    history ,    public    involvement . 
II .      The   Ma jor   Issue :       the   allowable    cut  and    the 
timber    practices    employed    to    carry   out   that    10    year    plan. 
III.      Unresolved    quest!  ons  and    issues    of    importance . 

1 .      Introduction 

Shortly  after   moving   to  Oregon  In  1973    I   became    involved 
In  BLM  management    practices   when  a.    government   representative 
knocked   at   our  door  and   announced    that  BLM  was  willing  to 
offer  us  $1.00   for   easement  across    our    property  In  order   to 
loiy    the    remalning'old    growth'trees    in  our  watershed. 
My  first  appeal  was  written  about    those    trees. 

Several   years    later  Headwaters  was    established    In  order 
to   facilitate   and    expedite    the    possibilities   for   meaningful 
public    Involvement    in  BLM  management    practices.      Because' 
Medford    ELM  was    resistant    to    public    involvement  and    disclosurr 
as  described    by  MEPA  ,    Headwaters    sought    the    help   of    a   national 
environmental    organization,    M8BC* — thr    result  was    the   first 
court   ordered    environmental   statement  for   the  Josephine 
Master  Unit. 

Today,    five    years  after    the    publication  of    that    statement, 
the    public   is    pounding  at  Medford    DLM's  door  with  greater 
force  and    seriousness — ?h   appeals  within  the    past   few   years, 
according   to  a   recent  ELM    press    release. 

Medford    BLM    Is  at  a    crossroads,    once  again.      You    can 
either  work   towards   resolving  the    real  differences  regarding 
timber  management    practices    that   exist  between  the   local 
community  and    your  agency;    or,    you    can  continue   to   throw 
away  "between  :J35,OO0   and   .,550,000    each   year    to  handle    the 
protests  and    appeals".    { Ma  1 1    Tribune  ,    Rob  Anderson  speak  inn:. 
12/8*0  

As    spokesperson  for   Headwaters   I    am  absolutely  confident 
that   there  are  workable    reasonable    solutions    to   our    problems. 
If    the  ELM  would    hold   meaningful   roundtable   discussions  about 
management  activity,   a    new    10    year    plan  could    be  formulated 
that  would    satisfy  all    parties,    Including   the    industry,    the 
community  and    the   government. 

II.      The   Allowable    Cut 

We  would    like    to  begin   our    comment   here   with  a   quotation 
from    the  Josephine   Timber  Management  Environmental   Statement: 


NHDC   -  Natural  Resources  Defense    Council 
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Description  of  the  Action: .. .Proposed  annual  timber 
harvest  Is. ..103  mmbd.  ft.  consisting  of  9'+  mmbd .  ft. 
as  sustained  yield  allowable  cut  from  high  Intensity 
forest  management  land  and  9  mmbd,.  ft.  as  trial 
harvest  from  low  Intensity  forest  management  land 
not  Included  In  the  sustained  yield  computation 
base.   Treatments  implicit  to  the  proposal  include 
road  construction,  harvest  employing  predominantly 
shelter-wood  systems  with  some  clearcuttlnp . 
slash  disposal,  site  preparations  predominantly  with 
herbicides,  planting  of  trees,  herbicide  release  of 
established  plantations,  precommerclal  thinning, 
fertilization,  and  commercial  thinning. 

This  particular  action--the  proposed  allowable  cut  and  the 
treatments  Implicit  In  achieving  this  cut  are  described  in 
detail  In  both  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  ESs,  the 
Allowable  Harvest  Plans,  and  the  Management  Framework  Plan. 

Juxtaposed  to  these  documents  Is  the  Draft  Supplement, 
s  glib  and  superficial  document  which  attempts  to  justify 
raising  the  clearcut^acres  sixfold  (from  9,000  to  55.300) 
with  the  rather  blase  announcement  that  the  impact  of  partial 
cutting  and  clearcuttlnp  "would  not  be  significantly  different 
than  those  addressed  In  the  final  EIR's,"   However,  the 
Draft  contains  little  analysis  and  less  documentation  to 
support  this  major  change  in  treatment  practice. 

Furthermore,  there  is  a  major  shift  In  partial  cutting 
technique  to  remove  all  but  8-12  trees  per  acre.   In  f aot , 
this  represents  a  return  to  what  the  forestry  books  describe 
as  the  'seed  tree'  cut — clearcuttlnp  by  another  name.   In 
fact,  the  17,300  acres  of  'regeneration  cut*  that  are  planned 
should  be  analyzed  as  clearcuts  rather  than  partial  cuts. 

There  Is  no  question  that  the  shift  from  partial  cutting 
to  clearcuttlnp  is  a  major  shift  in  treatment  policy  which 
significantly  impacts  the  environment,  and,  more  Importantly, 
the  calculation  of  the  allowable  cut.   The  government  must 
realize  that  these  major  changes  are  doeumentable  using  your 
own  records  as  well  as  current  scientific  opinion. 

To  attempt  to  tier  this  Draft  Supplement  to  the  existing 
EISs  falters  "because  the  original  Plan  Is  no  longer  being 
carried  out.   The  intensive  management  practices  Implicit 
in  the  original  plan  have  never  been  fully  implemented 
(especially  'site  preparation  predominantly  with  herbicides', 
and  'herbicide  release  of  established  plantations');  and, 
there  has  not  been  an  annual  allowable  cut  reduction  which 
accurately  reflects  this  lack  of  implementation. 

Finally,  the  Draft  Supplement  represents  the  official 
ent  of  the  Church  Guidelines  as  adopted  by  the  BLM 

This  is  a  major  federal  action  taken  by  the  Medford 
,  and  must  be  analyzed  and  fully  disclosed  as  such 
to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  NEFA . 
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In  summary,    the    legal    implications   of    your  deviation  from 
the    commitments  made    in  the   Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath 
Environmental   Statements,    including   the  abandonment    of    the 
Church  Guidelines,    are    not  unknown  to  local   citizens.      The 
Draft  Supplement    Is  a  hastily   prepared    document  which 
attempts    to  Rive    legal   credence    to  a   major   shift    In  BLM's 
onc-olnr  action.      We    submit   that    it  won't    stand  up,    and    that 
the    only  legally  appropriate   action  for    the   agency  at   this 
time    i4.to  return  to   the   activity  as   described    in  the    original 
ESs  with  appropriate    reductions   In  the  allowable    cut    to 
reflect    the" management   practices    that   have    not  been  Implemented 
since   1978. 

III.      Questions  and    issues    of    importance. 

During   the    course    of    the    Crooked    Cedar  appeal,    we   have 
asked    the   Bedford   District   Manager   many  questions   which 
remain  unanswered    or  unresolved,      livery  question   Is   relevant 
to    the    issues    of    the  BLM's  fulfillment    of    NEPA   and    should 
be  revealed    In  the    public   disclosure    process. 

1.  In  a    letter    of    March    lrj,    198^  we  asked: 

As  we  understand   it,    there   should  be  a  1J%  annual 
reduction   in  the  Medford  District  Allowable    Cut 
for    the  duration  of    the   80's.      What  are    the 
snecif 1c    criteria   you   used    to  determine  which 
particular  acres  will  be  withdrawn  from   the    cut? 
If    the  District  was    given  specific  directives 
from   the  State    office,   we  would    like    to  be    provided 
with  a    copy  of    those.      If,    on  the    other   hand,    the 
Medford  District   set   the    criteria   for  withdrawal, 
we  would   like    to   see    those    particular   specs. 
This   question'  is   nine  months    old.        We   believe    that 
Crooked   Cedar   is  an  excellent   candidate   for  withdrawal  for    the 
80's.      We    have   been  Interested    in  the    criteria   so   that  we 
can  understand  why  BLM  has  not   included    Crooked   Cedar    In  the 
withdrawn  acres. 

2.  According   to   the  Josephine   Environmental  Statemait,    all    sites 
will   have    timely  site    preparation,    "predominantly  with  herbicides. 

In  fact,    11.59MMBF    has  been  added    to    the  annual  allowable    cut 
as    credit  for   growth  assumed  because    of    this    practice. 

We    have  asked    in   letters   as  well  as  at    public   meetings: 
What   percentage   of    the    lands    in   the  allowable    cut   have   been 
treated   with  alternative    methods    of    site    preparation  during   the 
past   2h   years  when  herbicides   have    not   been  available   for  use. 

BLM  answers    to   this   question  are  varied   and    Interesting: 
In  a  letter   of    November    8,    1983,    regarding   Crooked    Cedar, 
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District  Manager  Httjrh  Shera    states: 

...the    establishment    of    reforestation  on  the 
Crooked    Cedar  Timber  Sal'e    is   not   dependent  upon 
the   use    of    herbicides.      Herblcid.es   arenot 
mentioned    In  the  F.A  .      We   are    predicting   that 
without   herbicides,    we  will    bi?  nble    to  achieve 
the    minimum   stocking  level   rather    than  to  strive 
to  attain  the   target   level.      The  District  has 
reduced    its    overall  allowable    cut   by  12MMBF    in 
Fiscal   Year   1981+  as  a   result   of    the    court   order 
disallowing   the  use    of    herbicides    pending 
satisfactory   compliance   with  NEPA .      The    loss    of 
allowable    cut   is    equated    to  a    future    loss    In 
volume   from   commercial    thinnlnp  foregone    on 
stands  achieving  minimum   stocking  rather  'than 
target   levels. 

question  a:      If    the    establishment    of    reforestation  on  the   Crooked 

Cedar    timber   sale    Is   not  dependent    on   the   use    of    herbicides, 

why      is   herbicide  use    so  dominant    in   the    sllivl cultural 

prescription  for    the    sale? 

question  h:      The   fact   that    "herbicides  are   not  mentioned    in 

the  EA"    ..makes*  It.    an  Instrument    of    deception  rather   than 

a    public  disclosure   document   of    BLM    site    specific  activity. 
Would    you    include    the    sllvicultural   prescriptions 

as    part   of    the   EA    information   in   the    future    In   order    to  better 

inform    the    public   of    your   plans? 

question  c:    Recently,    it  was   reported    in  a  BLM  newsrelease    that 

&0%   of    the    sales  were   being    treated    with  alternative   methods    of 

site    preparation. 

As  we  understand    it,    there    Is  a    12MKEF   reduction 

in  fiscal  84-85   allowable    cut... 

So.    how  do   you    explain  why   the    reduction  is   so 

marginal  when   there    is    only  40*    site    preparation  being  accomplished, 

no   herbicide   release,    and    you    have   already  used  up  your    credit 

for    commercial    thinning? 

question  d :      Allowable    cut   committments    require    reforestation 
'   years  after    planting.      The  Draft 
stocking  has  been 


to   be    established  within  _    . 

Supplement    (page   6)    indicates    that    B^$ 

achieved    on  clear   cuts  and    7%%   stocking  overall. 

How  much   of    these   figures   reflects  a   stand   of 
established    trees    on  5    year    old    cuts? 

Are   these   minimum    or    target    levels? 

How  are    you   achieving    this    without    intensive   manage 
practices? 

3.      In  a   letter  dated    1/26/84  we   asked  District  Manager,   Huch 
Shera,    about  discrepancies  between  the   EA    for    Crooked    Cedar 
and   the   timber   sale   plan. 
The   response : 

At   the    time  when   the    environmental  assessment 
(EA)    is    prepared,    most    of    the  acreage  and 
volume   figures  are    estimates.     Actual  acreage 
of    cutting  units    is   determined  at    the    time   of 
sale    layout  and.  volumes  are  determined    the 
timber    cruising   procedure.      Both    of    thesp 
procedures    occur  well  after    the   EA    is  written. 
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This  points  again  to  the  Inadequacy  of  the  EA  as  a  public 
disclosure  document.  It  can  hardly  qualify  as  a  site  specific 
evaluation  if  the  specific  site  is  subject  to  change. 

At  this  time  we  would  like  to  request  that  the  EA  be 
prepared  for  the  specific  site,  the  specific  timber  sale,  and 
that  major  changes  be  evaluated  In  a  supplemental  EA? 

4   We  have  asked  the  BLM  to  provide  us  with  information  regarding 
the  number  of  acres  of  old  growth  in  the  Deer  Creek  watershed 
broken  down  Into  high  and  low  Intensity  lands. 

The  response:  ...  ^n 

The  BLM  will  have  to  charge  you  ^12,00 
per  hour  for  this  calculation  and  It 
should  take  from  8-12  hours  to  complete, 
depending  on  what  you  want  included. 
10/14/84 
Do  you  know  the  answer?  How  can  you  manage  the  resource 
If  you  don't  have  full  knowledge  of  what  the  resource  Is? 
These  are  watershed  Issues,  cumulative  effect  Issues.    NEPA 
reouires  a  look  at  the  total  cumulative  effects,  past  &   present. 
Of  all  ELM  activity  as  well  as  other  agencies  and  private 
individuals.   Enlightened  'state  of  the  art*  forestry  recognizes 
the  need  to  save  Islands  of  old  growth  particularly  In  badly 
damaged  drainages  like  Deer  Creek  (the  extent  of  this  damage 
is  documented  by  your  staff  as  well  as  forest  service  and 
other  government  agencies).   You  are  not  .living  up  to  your 
mandate  to  manage  the  land  in  an  environmentally  sound  manner 
if  there  is  not  a  discussion  of  the  cumulative  impacts  of 
logging  "off  the  remaining  old  growth  in  a  badly  damaged  drainage. 
We  would  like  an  answer  to  our  question  and  we  do  not  want  to 
pay  $12  per  hour  to  have  one. 

5   When  Mr.  Elbert  Moore  USEFA  Region  X  visited  Medford  in 
February  1983  to  view  the  Deer  Creek  Watershed,  he  specifically 
pointed  to  the  need  for  water  monitoring  in  our  watershed. 
When  we  asked  you  to  carry  out  a  water  monitoring  program  ,1 
Mr  shera,  we  were  told  that  you  preferred  to  rely  on  the  judgment 
of "your  staff.  We  would  like  to  ask  again  that  the  BLM 
Institute  a  water  monitoring  program  along  Crooks  Creek  and 
Deer  Creek  as  well  as  other  sub-drainages  in  our  watershed. 
We  don't  feel  that  we  should  bear  the  financial  burden  of 
determining  the  impacts  of  your  management  activity  on  our 
water  resource. 

We  would  also  like  to  see  published  In  the  Final  Supplement 
all  the  water  monitoring  information  available  in  the  Medford 
District  for  the  past  5  years. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  attention. 
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regon  Natural  Resources  Council 

Main  Office:  1161  Lincoln  Street,  Eugene,  Oregon  97401  (503)  344-0675 


Eastern  Oregon  Field  Offk 


Dekum  Building  Suite  70fc 

519  SW  3rd  Av«nu« 

Portland,  Oregon  ^7204 

15031  224-0201 


December    20,    1984 

Mr.   Hugh  Shera,   District.   Manager 
Bureau    of    Land    Management 
3040   Biddle   Road 
Medford,    Oregon      97501 

Dear   Mr,    Shera, 

Below  are  our  comments  on  the  draft  supplement  to  the  Final  Environmental  Im- 
pact Statements  (hereafter  DSEIS)  for  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  Ten- 
Year  Timber  Management   Plans    (October,    1984).      Please   include   then   in   the  of- 


1  .      0NRC 
ing    this    . 


rned    about    the    attitude    the    Bureau   has    displayed    in    prepar 
.      The    stated    purpose    of    the   DSEIS    is    to    address 

lived    differen- 


pub  lie    controversy   wh  ich    has    developed   due    to    pei 
:p3    betweeen   exist ing    timber   harvest    practices    and    those   described 
in    the    existing    E imber    management    plans.       This    supplement    examines 
the    environmental     impacts    of    a    proposed    increase     in    the    amount    of 
clearcutting   acreage   with   an    associated    decrease    in    shalterwood 
harvest...    (DSEIS    Introductory    letter,    emphasis    added) 

The   differences    are    Ear    more    than    an   apparent    mispcrception   by    the   public. 
Your  district,    by   its   own   estimates,   has   clearcut   20,621   acres   jusc  4.5  years 
into    the    10   year    plans— plans    which    called    for    no    more    than    9,000    acres    of 
clearcuts    during    the    decade.      A  2292    increase    in    one-half    the    time.      If   the 
public    has    a   mispercept ion ,    and    indeed    the    approved    plans    allow    for    this 
amount    of    clearcuttiog,    perhaps    the   BLM   should   have    attempted    to   disabuse    the 
public    of    their   mispercept ion,    rather    than    preparing   a  DSEIS. 


BI.M  i«  not  proposing  an  inc 
to  comply  with  the  National 
Facto.  Why  wasn't  a  DSEIS 
clearcut? 


nvironmental    Policy  Act   (hereafter  NEPA),   ex  pos 
sued   when    the  District    exceeded    9,000  acres 


The    agency    has    completely    ignored    the   Church    Clearcutting   Guideline: 


54"2      Iwhich    it    adopted    in    Che   Timber    Managment    Plans,      If   the   D 


ct    felt    they 


qmUJ  hh^H^-^- 


Paula  Downing 
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ere    no    longer    appropriate,    why   wasn't    a    DSEIS    issued    at    that    time?      Why  now? 

The 

by 


_  _      |3.        The   Medford   District    has    so  violated    its    QWn   Timber   Management    Plans, 

£>4~0      Ithat    by    its    own   actions,    it    has    negated    these    Plans.      The    FEIS's   no    longer 


j'mfi'i/ny  mill  i 
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p*^    2,    Mr.    Hugh    She.ra ,    District    Manager  ,    B*C«ffltmr    20,    1984 

Idtr«8B    actual    on-tin— ground    pondielvM.      The    District    ha*    already   exceeded    Che 
management    plans'    expected    erw  irottmental    effects,    such    as    soil,    water    and    air 
quality    impacts.      So    Coo,    have   wildlife    and    vegetation   management,    practices 
been   needlessly    exceeded.      Visual    and    aesthetic    values    have  been    steamrollcd . 
What    were    these  management    plans    for,    if    not    Co   ba    followed?      The    intent    of 
the    plans    hava   been    lost    completely.      Unfornutataly ,    these   plans    are    now  bo- 
gus.     A    totalW    new   set   EIS's    should    be    prepared.      The    public    considered    these 
nwnagafflfi'Ot    plans    to   be    a    covenant    with    the   BLM.      It    expected    BI..M    to    do  what    it 
promised    to   do    in    Che    plans.      Whits    the    agency    often    has    authority    to   change 
its   course   of   actions,    Chose   changes   must  be   considered   under   the  National  En- 
vrionmentsl    Policy   Act,   before   they   occur,   not   after.     The  Madfe-rd  District 
has    violated    its    public    crust    by    ics    blatant    disregard    f.ir    legal    processes. 
The   credibility   of   the  District   has   been   severely   compromised. 

4.         In   addition    Co    these    drastic    on- the -ground    changes,    significant    policy 
changes    have    also   oc cured    that    require    the    preparation    of   new  EIS's.      Herbi- 
cides   were    expected    Co   be   applied    Co    1,190    acres    per    year    and    an    allowable    cut 
credit    was    taken.      Such   applications    are    not    being  made,    and    cutting    levels 
should    be    proportionally   decreased.       It    is    interest  trig   to   note    that    BLM    is 
"proposing"    more    clearcut t log— a    practice    that    it    believes    increases    the   need 
for    herbicides — at    a    time    that    it    is    enjoined    from  applying    them.      This    pro- 
posed   increase    of    the    use    of    herbicides    in    this    DSEIS    seems    to   be    contrary    to 
the    spirit    of    the    judical    ru lings— prepare   a   worst    case    analysis    and    Chen   de- 
cide   If    Choir    application    is    still    a    good    idea. 


.risen   since   com- 
:o    preapre    Co- 

a   new   agen- 


5.  Other    policy    changes    and    significant    public    issues 
plecion    of    the    original    FEIS's    in    1978-9    that    point    to 
tally    new  EIS's.      Spotted    owl    management,    declining    timber    vain 
cy    intrepretation    of    the   OSC    Lands    Act    of    1937    and   other    factors    n>v«    u™»»»» 
dramatically    since    adoption    of    the    original    plans.      In   addition,    Che    legal    re- 
quirement   to   prepare    Resource  Management    Plans    as    required    under    the    Federal 
Lands    Policy   and   Hangemant    Act    has    existed    since    1976   and    the    BLM  has    yet    to 
comply    on    Che   Med  ford   District,    eight    years    laCer. 

6.  According    to    the    BLM's    own    figures,    14,228    acres    of   de    facCo    clearcuts 
(intended    shelterwood    cuts)    have    created    impacts   which   have   not   been    consid- 
ered.     A  DSEIS    should    consider    the   damage    caused    to    the    environment    by    these 
act  ions  . 

Not    withstanding    our    position    that    new    £TS's    are    necessary,    ONRC    contend: 
:hat    the  DSEIS    is    legally    inadequate.      It    offered    no    alternatives    Co    Che    "pro- 
posed"   change    of   action.      There    was    no    opportunity    for    public    comment    during 
".ts    drafting,    even    though    such    input   was    specifically    requested.      It    should 
;av«    been    a    total    supplement    to    address    the   various    issues    and    reasons    stated 
n    point    4    and    5   above.      These   errors    are   clear   violations    of  NEPA   and    are 
■ulnerabla    Co    court    challenge.      In    fact,    the   DSEIS   was    written    Co    cover    the 
agency's    violations,    only    after    administrative    appeals    were   submitted    to   pro- 
C    Chis    229%   over-clearcutcing. 

Originally,  two  separate  EIS's  were  issued  for  two  separate  management 
ts,  BUM  has  issued  only  one  18-page  DSEIS  and  has  averaged  the  data  be- 
en   the    two.      This    averaging,    violates    NEFA's    full    disclosure    requirements, 


page    3,    Mr,    Hugh   Shera,    D 
leading    pi< 


by    giving 
neglible, 


54-70 


54-11 


54-12 


54-13] 


.  The  incremental  damage 
ing  the  averaging  of  si  te 
of   the  yearly   increases 


ture   of    the    environmental    impacts.      They   an 
■uld   have   the  public   believ< 
goes    unnoticed.       For    example,    by    compa1: 
preparation   and  burning  by  BLM  with  our  calculations 

we    find    some    amazing  differences.      The    BLM's    stated    figures    indicate   an    aver- 
age   3.7Z    increase.      Yet    when   we    examined    the   yearly    increases   between    the 
1979-80   plans   and   the  DSEIS,   we    found   a  623   increase   for   the   Josephine  unit 
and    a    1 30X    increase    for    the    Jackson/Klamath   unit.      This    averages    to    962    in- 
crease and    is   substantially    in   excess   of   Che  3.7%  increase  BLM  is   contending. 
On    checking    further,    we    found    chat    che   DSEIS   was    comparing    the  de    facto   "pres- 
ent   direction"    (not    the    management    plans's    original    direction)    with    the    pro- 
posed   directon.      This    so-called    present    direction    is    already    11,62!    acres    more 
than    the   original   plans   intended.      In   other  words,    the    figures   are   stacked   by 
using  data    that    is    already    in    violation    of    the   management    plans   and    is    not    us- 
ing  what    is    supposed    to   be    the    intended    directon    set    forth    in    the  mangement 
plans.      By    Chis    method,    you   have    failed    to    analyse    the    environmental    impaccs 
of   your    past    illegalities. 


The  analysis  of  wildlife  impacts 
'ildlife  occuring  on  the  Medford  Di 
ess   che   potential    impact   on  other 

under    the   Endangered    Species   Act 


n    the   DSEIS    imply    that    the    only    specii 
trict    are   deer    and    elk.      The    failure 
pecies,     including    federal ly-1 isced    fipi 
.s    another    omission    of    the   DSEIS. 


|10.      BLM   should   have   made   available,    along  with    copies    of    the  DSEIS,    copie; 

he  Final   EIS's   for    Che   Josephine  and   Jackson-KlamaCh  Master  Units,     Only 

his    way    could    the    public    be    expected    CO    clearly    understand    the   extent    and 

Iture   of    the    proposed    change   of    action. 

11.  On  December  19,  Mr.  Marc  Prevost,  Southwest  Field  Coordinator  for  the 
Oregon  Natural  Resources  Council  addressed  the  Medford  District  Mulciple  II 
Advisory  Council  on  Che  matter  of  this  letter.  Mr,  prevost  spoke  with  the 
full    authority    of   ONRC. 


Thar 


you   for 


opport 


al    FEIS, 


Would   you   pie 


th 


mty   t. 

one  to  our  Main  Office  (address  above)  and  co  Mr.  PrevosC 
Oregon  Field  Office  (PO  Box  638,  Ashland  97520).  By  the  way,  Mr.  Prev 
requested  co  be  placed  on  cercain  mailing  lisCs  of  the  Medford  District 
has  yet  to  receive  any  information.  Please  see  that  he  is  placed  ©n  th 
ber  sale  list,  the  land  and  resource  management  planning  list,  and  Che 
release    list.      Thank   you   very   much. 


ONRC 
hwest 


Sin. 

Andy   Ke 
Assoc ia 

AK/fu 


ely, 


E? 
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TIMBER   PRODUCTS   CD. 

VtcimbnK    19,    19S4 


Al   Lcuiian,    Enve.fionmzntaZ   Cooxdinato'i 
iun.e.au   o&    Land   Ma  nag  emeu* 
3040    lUddlc    Road 
Mtd&Qid,    QKtcjcn     9750-1 


I    Stave  fizvizwzd    the   dfia^t   o^   thz  Joizphinc-Jacluan- 
Ktamatk   SuppZzmzntal   TinvincYunzntal   Impact  StaZmtn-t.  (S.  £..  1,5 ,  ] 

Timbzn   P-toducti    Company  ,iuppon,t&    iomid    ioi.zi.t  fteiciU-e-e 
man0.3zme.nt.      Tkz   pHQpoizd   titfttt^e    fam   ikzltZtLWOd   -to    elzancut 
■la-xvgiting,    and   thz   pftonoitd   change,   in    ba&al  a-xza  -xtmainina    an 
iutuKz  ihzltc-ttvood   uniti    ii   thz   conclusion   of,    ijzaxi    0$ 
pxoiziiional  nzizanck   conductzd.   by   F.I.R.,    O.S.U.,    and   the. 
G.L.M..      Tke,   Me.din.xd  di&th-ict  should   te    temmtnde.d    ion.  t.kzix 
proposal    to   inzoH.pon.atz   thaz    (\inding*    Into    actual   management 
piact.lc.iii, . 

Tittb&fi    ?n.oducti    Company   iuppanti    tiiz  S.Z.l.S.    became   it 
adequately   dzic'Ubzi    thz   impact*    zKpezted   bij  the   c'.ianqz    \nom 
hkzttzKmaod   to    elzancut   hanv citing,    and   that  thz   iinq'tz   cntKy 
concept   0(5    clzaKcut  haivciting    can   only  iziitn  thz   znuilonrnzntal 
impact. 

II    notzd    a    iailu-xz    to    add-xen    thz    economic    benefit*    0  j 
ZLza.xcuttina.       I    feat    that   it  U    appn.opn.iatz    to   mention   t'hzie. 
b&rU&lU    0.4    pant   0^    the    impact   uniltyiii. 

finally    to    avoid   potential    lawmiti    on   tkz   5, £.1.5,    and 
to    keep   the.  ntioumz   management  in   th?    hand*   oi    tlic   pnojzi'iional'  i , 
xathzt   than   in   the.   count*  ,      I    un.ge    that  tht    3.L.M.    Wflfce    ca.nta.in 
that  thz   tzaai  aHmOK   ptattina    inadequate    to   mithitand  any   and 


xt-tacki    0 

7  ha. 


tjou    i&K    thz   oppaxtun 
i idznatio \l    0 $    tkem. 


to 


ma^z   mtj   cowm 


Vudnz   Cnita  , 

Timbe.'i  Managzn 


Al  I.-i-Eor:,   """anring  a?v'  Snvironi 
'.'"iii-oau  0'"  ■■--rd  "ajiagerwrit 
30!;0  nirJrlle  V.nid 
lisdford,  0?  975* 

Dear  V.r.   Tarsoni 
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the  s '.vr-1  e~?"i tr."1 
riirj  tfifl  change 
nt  :*]ar  tovarfl  n 
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Z  'r.n.vz  ;ittnn^ed   tl,«  public   •iv&vir.c,   real 
and  U.ll'od  to  a  runbflr  nf  BK!  perisocivsl  c^nc 
the  Jos8^ir.a/J«eRson-Klii,imtba  Tir^-r  ?T»i«» 
^le^"cut  m\i  lsss  shfl^tenfood  tsuttSBU.     Ch.tr  IrivesUgstJona  s'.n- 
sowing  wyon^  Witll  the  fetfiio  pTftiai*e  that  clear  cutting  -'riil  a^now 
bettor  jtlcWng   ■■)'.'  nra  trees  than  undsr    t'".e   slii-ltfti-vioad   systen. 
■nQW^veTj  i7£  t,..^  ij,CU(3  >-ith  the  3K  in  thre^  critical  areas: 

l)  Th-iirc  s«sws  t?  he.  Wg  Zvxye  Ip  logic  whim  CL"'.  officials  at  the 
l3Vie  h-'iri--''  at&te  that  :iucr  if  the  shBlterwood  a*r«sg*  in  the 
twit   (?0  «?««♦    )  libs   failed  to  do  the   jot--  of.   i»foiCMtfttl«.    If 
this  is  so.  why  hasn't  thffl  annual  al]owablo  cat  h-?n  lowrmfl   in 
th*fifl  Bvs+AlnftJ  "Said  itoUb?     ™  tlilrik  the  public  ia  bein£  (!.-c-i"e-'" 
■i'r-ain.     If  your  iiwitor"  ;)lot  data  clo-ssn't  Fho«  the  a;jfiropiate 
JeepntfKi  in"   rnrtfi,  th5n%'-"thr-  tho  sholter-.^-wi  Q*'ts  n"  tba  :-i"-t 
tei-z  not  failed  nr  f.h«  ?Ui  is  not  e*tting  adS'iuatcs  i narration  ^mn- 
ir.v-Mtor;:   ;;lotfl  . 

}  The  -;nr;  ?-:-wrUl  EIS  bu  »  ntl-on*;  Mas   Soiward  «  Mrtwc  w*tili« 
-.r.Uev  -'^n    .r,ir!ia   l.i].    ^rv'c-    t -■  zztml    rnr.-iBt  r.i-i-xjer^t    z-v 
ultli-.lfl    '£3.    (aee  y:^   1  -  "^wjroo^rtal  cor^.^ns^" ;      ^o« 
.-'.lori   t--.    ■--ntl-n  th-jt,  C3j3ii'ci-.tt^  on  ste^;    nlfiims    s^o^ar   c^i. 
to  mora  erosion  and  pKh*e  slash  hamint  will  InoTK^So  air  particulars. 

:  asicriiti.o  th  it  rf*tnr  yislt's  arf:  greatsr  lr  clearauta  he-.-.,  s« 
l6r»e  fnD>,r,do;-s  accunulat*'  there  -'1?  r.or^  v->t?r  evarflratlon  tt/« 
'■lace  ir  VV  r.»edl(t«!  or  tr<*.*s.     ?hin  les.-a  to  l«t«  T^ch  run-«ff 
.-v"  wat^r  *ti  the  3pi'ir.L;  ant:  th*  rraiter  MVi'lao^  n"  rtflBma+.*ftam 
erojlon   "■"rf  fload'ir-C« 

'i)  r      ":"  h;.--  Jcifi   cr.-^J.~:'1it;'   -.-iLh  th-  viufsH-c  hecjusc    ">r  t5-.-  "'Jteart- 
M-te^    ^i-'i  srit-'.     '^hay  hi-Y«  wrolatw?  thsir  own  10  ,y*cr  tinihei'  ran- 
;t'.-_7^,t"  V;i  wUhuv.t  inf-.-min;1   the   pubj^c,   whose  law5«  tV.r;.   rwnage, 
o*  such  ^   f^nificr.nt  ;.»:.i^    c";.'.nco .     r<n"  'or.^ra   f  th-y  woal< 
b--thprcc"   t-  n»I:e   thU  fcno'-m  if  I'te.'^at' 


A  question  not  .?nswi 
s  oias  '•-;..  ;'tft  sweoBsful^  ;-'it'r.  r* "tires' 
C'Jta  t',i.:i  ;^  tVie  when.v.:'-."u  v;sts:r.?  Tr 
i-   ««   on   tV   l:r-'.-rtVi  loJS  -m'.1   the   Inr'.ct  O! 


n't   Til'-'i?.   st-iit. 
T.  the  5Ui-;  loPiontul  3 IS :  will 


h  1 : 


:  e^-ir- 

:hat  ^r^r:t  nil:   thi.£ 
aVewablr  c"t? 


^.Jr.c;-':rr.ly  ,70171', 
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December   20,    1984 


Hugh  Shera 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3040  Bidcllc  Road 

Medford,   OR.    97504 

Dear  Mr.  Shera: 

Thank   you   for   sending   us  a  copy  of  the  Draft  "Josephine/ Jackson- 
Klamath  Timber  Management  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement", 
along  with  a  request  for  comments.     We  are  a  major  supplier  of  jobs  and  taxes 
to  the  local  area.      We  are  vitally   interested   in   maintaining  a  continuous 
sustainable  timber  supply.    This  supply  cannot  be  maintained  without 
successful  forest  regeneration  following  harvesting.     The  appropriate  use 
of  clear  cutting  followed  by  artificial  regeneration  as  proposed  in  this  draft 
is  often  the  most  effective  method  to  meet  this  goal. 

We  have  studied  this  document,  taken  a  field  trip  with  Al  Abee  of  your 
office,  and  have  considerable  experience  in  our  organization  with  forest  land 
reforestation.     From  this  review  we  offer  the  following  comments: 

1)  The  forestry  profession,   the  timber  industry,   and  the  federal 
government  have  tried  various  forms  of  partial  cutting  of  Douglas- 
fir  for  over  three  decades  in  Southern  Oregon  with  only  limited 
natural  regeneration  success.     Partial  cutting  may  sound  good  on 
paper,    in   places  it  has  worked,    but  as  a  broad  application   to 
replace  artificial  regeneration  it  is  not  responsible  land  management. 
We  feel  even-aged  management  of  Douglas-fir  with  artificial  regener- 
ation  (planting)    is  necessary   for  consistent   results.     We  support  the 
reforestation  strategy  proposed  by  the  BLM  in  this  document. 

2)  Oregon  State  University  Forestry  Intensified    Research  (FIR) 
studies,  and  BLM  operational  plantings  in  the  China  Gulch  area 
support  numerous  other  research  studies  which  show  that  planting 
of  Douglas-fir  is  successful  when  done  properly.     Our  own  land 
management  experience  strongly   supports  their   findings.      Our 
company  has  been  strong  supporters  of  FIR.     We  are  encouraged 


that  the  BLM  uses  FIR  research  and  their  own  studies  to  refine  their 
day  to  day  operations.     There  should  be  no  question  of  the  feasibility 
of  even-aged  management  of  Douglas-fir  through  clear  cutting  followed 
with  artificial  regeneration  on  Southern  Oregon  Douglas-fir  sites. 

We  support  your  findings  that  the  adverse  impacts  to  water  quality 
and  soils  will  be  lower  with  this  proposed  decision  and  wish  to 
emphasize  that  adverse  impacts  as  a  result  of  slash  burning  are  even 
less  than  staled.    The  BLM,   USFS,  and  private  industry  all  either 
support  or  are  required  to  follow  the  smoke  management  plan  adminis 
tered  by  the  Oregon  Stale  Department  of  Forestry.     This  plan  docs 
not  allow  burning  when  the  smoke  from  slash  burns  will  collect  in 
designated  areas  such  as  Medford.      Burning  can  only  occur  when  the 
smoke  will  be  quickly  dispersed  by  predictable  wind  patterns.     With- 
out controlled  burning,   slash  accumulation  in  the  woods  will  increase. 
If  a  wild  fire  were  lo  start  under  stable  air  conditions,   it  is  possible 
for  smoke  to  settle  into  the  Rogue  Valley  and  cause  health  problems 
for  some  people.      Controlled  siash   burns  will   reduce  the  possibility 
of  this  happening.     With  this  in  mind,  environmental  impacts  do  not 
seem  to  us  to  be  an  issue  in  the  proposed  decision. 

Even-aged  management  of  Douglas-fir  is  dictated  by  the  growth 
requirements  of  the  tree.     Visual  impacts  will  result  whether  the 
BLM    clear  cuts  or  uses  the  shelterwood  system.     When  the  overstory 
is  finally  removed,    the  visual  impacL  will  be  a  clear  cut.     The  best 
way  to  mitigate  visual  impacts  is  through  prompt  effective  regener- 
ation.    The  BLM   plants  under  their  shellerwoods  as  a  matter  of  policy. 
These  shelterwoods  are  removed  two  to  three  years  following  planting. 
A   unit  with  two  to  three  year  old  seedlings  will   look  just  about   the 
same  as  a  clear  cut  following  overstory  removal.     If  the  shelterwood 
system  is  not  absolutely  necessary  for  seedling  survival,  often  the 
result  of  this  system  may  actually  be  logging  damage  to  planted 
seedlings  causing  a  delayed  regeneration  process,  a  longer  visual 
impact,   and  guaranteed  higher  logging  and  reforestation  costs.     We 
do  not  see  visual  impacts  as  an  issue  in  this  decision;   they  are  a 
result  of  even-aged  management  and  decrease  if  anything  as  a 
result  of  this  decision. 

There  are  visual   impacts   to  adjacent  landowners.     We  have  observed 
the  BLM  making  very  special  considerations  to  local  landowners  to 
minimize  these  impacts.      As  an   example  buffer  strips  are  often  left 
behind.     The  general  public  foregoes  this  revenue  for  benefit  of 
the  individual.     The  individual  does  not  pay  for  this  special  consider- 
ation.    It  may  not  be  completely  equitable,  but  it  occurs. 


Hugh  Shera 
December   20,   1984 
Page  3 


We  hope  our  comments  are  useful,  and  we  encourage  the  BLM  to  get  on 
with  the  change  proposed  in  this  draft  and  the  continued  wise  use  and  manage- 
ment of  Douglas-fir  timber  types  under  their  control.     Please  thank  Al    Abee 
for  the  time  he  took  to  show  us  the  field  impacts  of  this  proposed  BLM  de- 


U    1       ,     THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED 
V\A    -A  umE  AR£UGATE  VAUEy 

A  <fPosi  Office  Box  1330 

^Jacksonville,  Oregon  97530 


Very  truly  yours, 

BOISC  CASCADE  CORPORATION 

Russell  J.  McKinley 
Chief  Forester 
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December  20,   19R4 


Jim  Weathers 
Jerry   Barnes  - 

Jackson  County  Commissioner 
Al  Abee  -  BLM 
File 
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Mr.  Hugh  Shera,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford,  OR  97501 

Dear  Mr.  Shera: 

Re:    Draft    Supplement  Timber   Management   Environmental    Impact    Statement 

The.  Draft    Supplement    to   the  EISb    has    heen   heralded   as    addressing 
"public    controversy  which   has    developed   due    to   perceived   differences 
between   existing    t  imber   harvest    practices    and    those   analyzed"   in    the 
Gifts.      Since  TELAV   is  one   of   the   organizations  which   raised  some  of 
the    issues    in  question  we   are    quite    frankly    surprised    that    you  did   not 
attempt    to   clarify   these   differences    with   us    earlier    if    they  were   only 

The  DraEt    Supplement   does    not    address    all   of   our   concerns.      We 
believe   the  allowable  cut    in   the  Medford  District   is    far  higher   than 
can   be    sustained,    and    that    this    allowable   cut    is    predicated    on 
intensive   management    techniques   which   are   not    being   accomplished.      We 
are   afraid    that    the    present    emphasis    on   maximum    timber    production   is 
at   the  expense  of  other,   and   possibly  more   fragile   resources   whose 
real  value  has   not   been  assessed.     Until   the  District   prepares  a 
Resource  Management  Plan  which   comprehensively   assesses    their  value, 
all   non-timber   resources   are   at    risk   of   permanent    degradation. 


We  have   done   an   extensive    exa 
DSEIS-     Our   comments   are  attached. 


inatio 


of    the 


aised    by    the 


Qi^  o^^-c^rrca-. 


^^d... 
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Headwaters,    Inc. 


58-2 


58-3 


58-4 


The    Proposed   Action 
1.    Tiering 

The  existing  Timber  Management  EISs  examine  Che  tm 
harvest  annually  103  MM  bd.ft.  and  120  MM  bd.ft.  respec 
and  Jackson-Klamath  SYL's.  Treatments  "implicit"  to  the 
construction,  harvest  employing  predominantly  shelterwo. 
clearcuttlng,    slash   disposal,    sice   preparations    predomii 


of    the 


als 


prapoi 

'ely,    from    the  Josephin. 
oposals    "include    road 
systems   with    some 
ly  with    herbicides. 


iii] 


cial 


presumably  made 
pe   than   the  original 


questionable 


planting  of   trees,   herbicide   release  of  established   plancati 
thinning,    fertilization,    and    commercial    thinning."    [JEIS, 

The    decision    to    tier    the  DSEIS    to    the   existing  EISs  w, 
because    the   BLM  feels    the    proposed   changes    are   of    lesser   s< 
action.      The  CEQ   regulations    under  which    this    is    appropriate 
original  action  or   proposal    is   being   implemented.      However, 
assumptions    implicit    to   the  Josephine   and  Jackson-Klamath   Tii 
Environmental  Statements    have   not    been    fully    implemented. 

Allowable    cut    credits    are    being    taken    for  management    pr- 
validity,    and    for   others   which  have    not    been  fully   utilized.      Two    example*.    „ 
thinning  and    fertilisation,    for   which   extra   growth    credits    (36%   and   22% 
respectively)    have    been    taken.      At    this    time,    five   years    and    four   years    into    the 

IST5  of  rh    '?  S?JrtBJ    1S    75Z  Sh°rt    °f    thC    tMnniQ*  SOal    and    Ua9    ««-P"«hed 
L  of    the    fertilization.      Furthermore,    BLM  Medford   still    has    not    produced    anv 

tilUVi    °f/CS    ?V?    "   *Upf°rt    US    beUef    Ch*6    the   «rowth    iacr««.    attributed    to      ' 
fertilization  will   occur  here.      The   studies   which   have    been    done    were    on    forests 
with   vastly   different    climatic   conditions. 

Timber  management  activities,  as  practiced  in  both  the  SYUs  of  the  Medford 
District,  are  not  those  examined  in  the  existing  EISs.  The  DSEIS  can  neither  be 
tiered  to  nor  amend  documents  which  do  not  accurately  reflect  the  current  action 
Either  the  management  practices  implicit  to  the  EISs  must  be  Implemented,  or  the 
allowable   cut  must    be    recomputed   and   incorporated    Into    the   DSEIS. 


2.    Clearcuttlng   on  Federal  Timberlands    (1972   Senate 


nagement    contained 
ting."    (CGC)      If    the 
ive   an  unqualified 


The   BLM   has    adopted   as    policy    the   guidelines    for    timber': 

in  what    is    familiarly   called    the    "Church  Guidelines    on   Clearci 

Medford   District    is   adhering    to    the   CGC,    it    should    be   able    to 

affirmative   answer    to    the    following   questions- 
Have   Increases    in  allowable   harvests    based   on    intensified   management 

activities    been   made   only   upon  demonstration    that    such    practices    justify    increased 

allowable   harvests?      Is    there   assurance    Chat    such   practices    are    satisfactorily 
'mpletion? 


funded    fo: 


ntinuation 


Has    the   allowable   harvest    been   reduced   when   planned   Intensive   measures   have 
been  adequately    funded    and,    therefore,    accomplished   on   schedule? 
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Is    clearcuttlng   being   done    where   soil,    slope   or    other   i 
agile   and    subject    to   major    injury? 


Is    clearcuttlng   being  done   where    there    Is    no    ass- 
adequately    restocked   within    five   years   after  harvest? 


itershed    conditions    are 


Is    clea: 
■nsideratioi 


ting   being   done   where  esthetic    values    ou 
it   will    giv- 


strips   being  kept 
ultiplc-usa   fores- 


Is    clearcuttlng   being   used   only    be 
return  or    the   greatest   unit    output? 

Are  the  size  of  clearcut  blocks,  patches  o1 
necessary  to  accomplish  silvicultural  and  other 
objectives? 

Are   clearcut   blocks,    patches    or   strips    in  all    cases 
much  as   possible  with    Che   natural    terrain? 

Do  District    timber    sale   contracts    contain  requireraei 
possible   measures    have   been    taken    to  minimize   or   avoid   adverse   en1 
impacts   of    timber   harvesting   even   if    such  measures    result    in    lowe- 


the    minim 
anagement 


shaped    and    blended    . 


assure    that    all 


Any   of    these   questions    Co   which    the  District    cannot   give   an   unqualified    "Yes" 
represents    a   departure    from   the   Church  Guidelines    on  Clearcuttlng.      TELAV   states 

guidelines   are   not    being  adhered    to    by   BLM 


lease   half    of    the    state 


Medford.      Is    this    policy   of   abandonment   of    the   CGC   i 
Federal   level?      When  were    the  CGC   abandoned   at    that    le 


B.    Low  and   Limited    Intensity  Management  Lands 


The  DSEIS  purports 
Increase  in  the  amount  i 
sheltervood  harvest  and 
acre    left    after    the    fir: 


alyze    the    environmental   impacts    of    a   "proposed 
arcuttlng  acreage  with  an  associated   decrease    Ii 
proposed   shift    from  basal  area    removed    to    trees 
ry  of  a  shelterwood   regime." 


The  DSEIS,    however,    also  unannouncedly   amends    the  EISs    with    this    radical 
proposal   on   page  4:      "Low    intensity   and   limited   management    lands    .    .    .    comprise    the 
land   base    for    the    trial   harvest    program.      Under    the    proposed  action,    clearcuttlng 
or   two-stage   shelterwood   cutting   can   be    prescribed   on    these    lands   as    determined   by 
research   study    plans." 

The   existing  EISs   are    both   adamant    thaC    clearcuttlng  will   not   occur   on    low 
Intensity    land:      "Due    to    the   harsh   site   condicions,    clearcuttlng  would    probably 
convert    such   areas    to    non-commercial   forest   classification."    [JEIS,    p. 1-6   and 
JKEIS,    p. 1-24]      And   in   neither   of    the   existing  EISs    is    the    proposal  made    for  any 
harvest    from  limited    intensity   lands! 

What    new   studies    support    the   proposal    to   clearcut    low   Intensity   lands?    to 
harvest    limited   intensity   lands?      In   what   document    have    the    impacts    of    these 
proposals    been    evaluated? 


Shelte 
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4.    Clearcuc 

The  DSETS   states:      "Technological    advances    In   silviculture,    logging    system 
engineering,    and    timber  sale    planning    indicate    that    reforestation    to    approved 
stocking   standards    can   be   effectively   achieved    on  most    sites    through   clearcuttlng." 
And    later,    "The    state-of-the-art    information   has    improved    the    foresters'   ability    to 
predict   and   achieve    successful    regeneration  on    sCands   originally   considered  not 
suitable    for    regeneration  after   clearcuttlng."      How  have    these   advances    changed    the 
site   characteristics?      How   long   ago   was    "originally"?      Less    than    ten   years    ago    an 
extensive   analysis    of   both   SYUs    resulted   in   16X    (Jackson-Klamath)    and  262 
(Josephine)    of    the   high    intensity   land   being   judged    "suitable    for    clearcut    harvest 
techniques."      What    percentage   of    the   high   intensity    land   base    is    now   deemed 
suitable   for   clearcuttlng?     What    evidence    is    there   which   indicates    that    by 
improving  only   one    factor   of    the    five   essential    requirements    For    reforestation   you 


will   t 


:hia' 


100%   success 


In   the  CGC   the   ability    to   achieve    "adequate   stocking  within    five   years   of 
harvest"    is    only  one   of    the    requirements    in    the   decision    to   clearcut.      Yet    It    Is 
apparent,    from  information   provided    in    the  DSEIS   and   at    public   meetings,    that 
successful   reforestation    is    now    the    sole    criterion   in  determining   If    clearcuttlng 
is    to   be   used.      Are   you   using  other   criteria  when  deciding  whether    to    clearcut    or 
shelterwood    cut   a    particular  unit?      If    so,    what    criteria? 


The; 


pie  i 


In    BLM's    records    that 
equate  with   reforestation   success.     A  unit   can  be 
planted    (and    seedlings    can   die   almost   as    quickly), 
nd    is    approximately  40  years    of   age,    for    it 

"'    rget"    levels    of   stocking   in   order    to   commer. 
t"s    claimed    "78°i   stocking   success"   measured' 

ings   did    it    take    to  achieve    this?      Over   how   long   a   period    of 


Manual    requires 
the  Medford  Distri. 
units?      How  many   pi. 
time   has    this    success    been 


ocking"    does    not    necessarily 
ked  as    fast    as    it    can    be 
ue   success    Is    measured   when 
at    this    time    that    the    BLM 

lally    chin.      How  is 


u  red? 


One   of    the    rationales    for   clearcuttlng    the   overstocked    previous    entry 
shelter-woods    is    the    "type   of    logging    system    required."      Yet    previously, 

technological  advances    in    logging   system  engineering"    is    offerred   as    the 
justification   for   increased    clearcuttlng.      Can    these   same   advances    not    be   applied 
to   the    overstocked    previous    entry    shelcerwoods?      Why    Is    it    necessary    Co   harvest 
these  acres    before    the    rotation  age   of    the   undersCory? 
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Anocher    reason  given   for   clearcuCting   some   of    the    failed   shelcerwoods    is 
:p   slopes."     How   can   reforestation   success   be   guaranteed  when    regeneration   data 
the  sceeper   the  slope   the  greater   che  seedling  mortality?     How  will 


indi. 

competing   vegetation   be   controlled 


The  DSEIS   states:    "Shelterwood   harvesting    is    often   not    appropriate    on    some 
sites    because   of   high  defect,    low  volume    per   acre,    and   low  production    rates    per   day 
due    to  harvesting  only  a   portion  of    the   stand."      Leaving  aside    the    fact    that    this 
Is    in  direct   violation   of    the  CGC,    you   are    implying    that    some    portion   of    the    "high 
Intensity"    lands    have    fewer    than   16   merchantable    crees    per   3cre.      How  many   acres 
are    in    this    condition?      Could   such   poor   stocking   be   an   indication    of    extremely    poor 
site    conditions? 
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In   the  DSEIS   one   of    the   conditions   which   "favors"    shelterwood    systems    is, 
"Areas   designated    to   preserve   other   resource   values    (e.g.    visual   resources   and 
riparian   habitat).      How  will   leaving  8-12    trees   per   acre    for   3-5  years    "preserve" 
other   resource   values?      What   assured   protection  will    streams   have   under    the   new 
proposal?      Are    there    riparian  habitats   and    visual    resources   whose   value  will    be 
protected   by   no   harvest? 


6.    Trees   Left   Per  Acre 

BLM  Medford   sllvlculturists   have   repeatedly   stressed    that    the   number    (8-12) 
and   distribution  of    leave    trees,    rather   than   remaining   stand   basal   area,    determine 
seedling   survival    following  a   regeneration   cut.      Recommendations    from    foresters    In 
other  districts   where    this    system   has    been   in   use   for   some   years    indicate    that 
other  cricical  management    techniques    are   necessary    to    Insure   success: 

"Leave    trees    should   be   windflrm   codominates,    not   wolf    trees.      Trees   with 
good   502  minimum   crowns   about   30   inches    or    less   DBH  are   most   desirable. 
Plan   to  leave   abouC   80   BA/acre...    Favor    thick  bark   species    such  as    old 
growth  Douglas-fir,    sugar  pine,    ponderosa    pine,    and  Incense-cedar  as 
leave    trees.      Other   species   and  Douglas-fir   less    Chan   20    inches    in 
diameter    (relates    to    bark    thickness),    don't    survive    Che   under    burning 
frequently   enough    to    be    of  use   as    shade    leave    trees." 


If 
58~  13  Idlamete 


a  unit  does  not  meet  Chese  critical  requirements,  what  alternatives 
silvlculturlsc?  Why  are  the  other  requirements  such  as  crown  size 
apparently  being  ignored  by  this  District?  What  data  does  the  DIs 
wind throw   In    those   units? 
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On  more  than  one  occasion  the  Medford  District  Silviculturlst  has 
:here  is  no  constraint  on  the  size  of  the  logging  units  proposed  for  C 
ihelterwood   cut.      We   quote  again    che   foresters   wich    experience    in    this 


"Don't  make  two  ate 
clear-cuts  because 
the   same   as   a   clear 


-cut. 


erwood   sales   1. 
ative    impacts   ■ 


What    new  data    supports   your   decision    Co   ignore    this    clear   statement    from 
arlenced    foresters?      The   report    from  which   this    is    quoted   was    supplied   by   BLM 
ford  as    jusCIf lcacion   for   leaving  only  8-12    trees    per  acre    in    regeneration   cuts, 
t   new  studies   demonstrace   conclusively    chat    the   negative   impacts    of    leaving   only 
3-12    trees    per   acre   are   less    than    those   of   clearcuttlng? 


ed  Action 


It 


es 
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eith. 


is   misleading    to  average    the    environmental   impacts    of    th 
lover   the  whole   of    the  Medford  District,    particularly  when 
lEISs   does    this.      It   must   be   kept    in   mind    thaC    the  DSEIS    i; 
[environmental   documents    covering   two    susta 
|encorapasses   well    over  400,000   acres. 


led   yield    unit: 


prgposcd    action 
of    the    existing 

pplementlng    two 

ach  of  which 
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eductioi 
.  and   lot 


An   example 
Chat   "a  19  pare 
reduction    In   mi 
the   reduced   impacts  would 
28    percent    in  Josephine, 
percent    reduction"    in   act- 
reduction    In   erosion   and 
dt: 


ng   it 


■ad    cans 


ult   in 


uld 


the    stat 
qual 


Ibutad    equally    between    the   SYUs 
eduction    in   yarding,    Jackson-Klamat 


of  soil  productivity."  Whether  or  not  this  is  true 
be  shared  equally  by  the  two  SYlJs:  The  reduction  {: 
only  7  percent  in  Jackson-Klamath.  The  estimated  "i: 
o    be  yarded    is    expected    to    result    In   an   equal 

gain,    the   Impacts   are   not 


Josephine   Is 
only  6    percen 


expected    to   have 


IS   pe: 


■  Further,    the   same 

land   3,700    (Jackson-Kla 

[impacts  from  yarding  a 
I  increased  soil  erosion 
.sist 


sphii 


8    the   DSEIS    ■ 
proposal? 


volume  of  timber  is  to  be  harvested  from  9,000  (Jo: 
iath)  fewer  acres.  Surely  this  will  produce  lucrea- 
i    the   acres   which  will    be    logged.      This    in    turn   will    produce 

and    loss    of    soil   productivity   on    Che  affected    areas.      Why 
intly   fail   to  address   the   site-specific   negative  impacts   of 


He  question    the  assumption    that    the   yarding 
harvesting  mix   is   undergoing   a   drastic   change ,    aili 
shelterwood   harvesting   Is    "not    appropriate"    due    D 
Can  you    truly  maintain    that    the   yarding   syst 
:hese  changes?     Why  was  an  upd, 


juld 


you   propo: 


mix  will 

;d  Table  3-3   (J-KEISJ   no 
amission    from    the  DSEIS  are    tables    for   each  SYU   comparab 

3-4,    and   3-7   in   the  J-KEIS.      The  EISs    include  maps    of    proposed    timber    sales.      Why 
is   a   revised  map   not    Included   with    the  DSEIS? 


:hange.     The 
l   claarcutting  where 
:tion   rates   per  day." 
:hange   in   the   face   of 
lared?      A   glaring 

1,    3-2,    3-3, 


Having  examined  In  detail  the  data 
Increase  in  water  yield,  we  have  reason 
DSEIS.  As  can  be  seen  from  table  3- 
yield  60  percent,  while  shelterwood 
The; 


ed    to    derive    the    "slightly   greater 
question   all    the    impacts    figures 
I    the  J-REIS,    clearcutting    Increases 
sting    increases    water   yield   25    perc1 


multiples   are    derived    from  Harr,    who   was   measuring    the    impacts 
harvests  with    50    percent    of    the    stand    basal  area    removed    In    the    regeneration    cut. 
In   preparing    the  DSEIS,    34    percent   was    used   as    the  multiple    for    the    new 
regeneration   cut.      On  what    data    Is    this    based?      If    there    is    no    data    to    support    the 
assumption   of   34    percent    increase   in  water  yield    in    the    proposed   shelterwood 
harvest   method,    why  was    the   worst   not   assumed,    that    the    Impacts   will    be    comparable 
to    those   of    clearcutting? 

We   assumed   that    the   foresters  who   have  had    the    longest    experience   with    the 
radical   regeneration  cuts    were    correct  when    they    stated    that    the   negative    impacts 
on  other   resources    are   essentially    the   same   as    a   clear-cut.      On    this    assumption,    we 
recomputed    the  water   yield    tables   using   a  40   percent   multiple    for    the    shelterwood 
harvest    acres.      The    results    are   extremely    distressing,    for    they   Indicate    that    even 
with   the    reduction   in   road   building,    the  water  yield    increases    on    the   affected 
acres  will  he  43   percent    (JSYU)    and  44    percent    (J-KSYU)    higher    than    those   of    the 
current   TMP. 


I  These   increases   will    occur   on   the   watersheds 

will  impact  the  streams  and  rivers  they  supply.  It 
area  of  the  Jackson-Klamath  SYU  at  1,398,042  acres  ' 
we   believe   it    is  misleading    to   do    so  when  measuring 


f   the   106,300   treated   acres,   and 
may  be   correct   to  assume   the 

.ddressing   air   quality,    but 
ases    in   water    yield. 


An   omission   from    the  DSEIS   which  we  would    like    to   see    corrected    Is    specific 
otection   for   streams.      Under    the    proposal,    the    timber   specialists    have   a  mandate 
remove   all,    or   nearly   all    of    the    forest    canopy    in   every  unit    selected    to   be    pari 
a   timber   sale.      Under    these   conditions,    how   feasible    is    it    going    to    be    for    the 


58-21 


58-22 


58-23 


£thtr  resource  specialists  to  protect  non-timber  values  in  the  sale 
Class  I  and  Class  II  stream  Is  fed  by  innumerable  Class  III  and  TV  i 
degrade  the  latter  is  to  degrade  the  former.  What  protection  do  st 
the    proposed    action? 

When  will  the  impacts  specific  to  a  given  watershed  be  address^ 
BLM  Medford  also  add  to  the  impacts  of  its  proposal  (preferably  in  . 
be  easily  understood)  the  other  actions,  federal,  state,  and  privan 
a   given   watershed?      The    cumulative    impacts   are    nowhere  addressed. 

The  dollar  value  of   tourism  is   growing.     Figures   indicate   that  Crants  Pass, 
Medford    and  Ashland    together  will    receive   more    than   360,000,000    from   tourists 
during  1984.     Tourists  polled  by   the  Visitors  Bureau   listed   the   "beautiful  scenery" 
as    their   primary    reason   for    visiting    this    area.      By  1990   over   101,000  acres    in    the 
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DOUGLAS  TIMBER  OPERATORS    INC  . 


December  19,  1984 


Mr.  Hugh  Shera,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3040  Biddle  Road 

Medford,  OR   97501 

Dear  Mr.  Shera: 

Douglas  limber  Operators,  Inc.  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  Josephine/Jackson-Klamath  Timber  Management  Plan  Draft  Supple- 
mental Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS).  mo  is  a  regional 
association  representing  over  40  firms  in  southwestern  Oregon.  Our 
members  range  in  size  from  large  forest  product  manufacturers  to 
small  independent  loggers,  road  builders  and  retailers.  All  of  our 
members  share  a  substantial  dependence  on  public  timber  supplies,  a 
portion  of  which  comes  from  the  Medford  District.  Therefore,  our 
interest  in  the  planning  process  is  accute. 

As  we  see  it,  the  purpose  of  the  DSEIS  is  to  update  your  10-year 
timber  management  plan.  This  update  was  due  to  acquiring  increased 
knowledge  of  the  silvicultural  aspects  of  Lhe  management  plan. 


In 


Miuwicuye   u\     me   u  1  v  u.u  1  i.ur  a  1    aspeLLS    or    uie   m< ., 

addition  to  the  expertise  gained  through  localized  research  projects 
(F.I.R.),  your  own  practical  applications  have  provided  enough 
evidence  to  require  a  change  in  direction. 

Although,  to  the  uninformed,  changing  from  a  shelterwood  emphasis  to 
a  clearcut  strategy  may  be  thought  of  as  a  step  backward.  However, 
we  feel  the  failures  of  the  shelterwood  system  warrant  the  change.  It 
is  clear,  the  most  successful  and  most  efficient  regeneration  of 
Douglas-fir  stands  will  occur  under  a  clearcut  regime.  It  is  unfor- 
tunate that  the  shelterwood  system  was  previously  implemented.  We 
have  lost  valuable  time  in  converting  older,  slower  growing  stands  to 
young  vigorous  second  growth. 

One  of  the  most  encouraging  aspects  of  the  DSEIS  is  that  with  the  new 
emphasis  on  clearcutting,  environmental  impacts  will  be  reduced.  By 
concentrating  harvest  in  a  smaller  area,  less  acres  will  need  to  be 
utilized  each  year.      In  turn,  less  road  construction  will  be  required 
to  access  these  fewer  acres.  One  would  think  that  local  environmental 
groups  would  be  delighted  that  you  have  chosen  an  option  which  will 
reduce  impacts.  Obviously,  they  have  other  motives  in  mind. 
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The  adoption  of  the  DSEIS  will  also  have  a  significant  economic  affect 
on  the  area.  Shelterwood  harvesting  is  costly  from  a  preparation, 
logging  and  administration  point  of  view.  Clearcut  timber  sales  have 
lower  logging  costs,  therefore  the  B.L.M.  receive  a  higher  stampage 
value.  Thus,  the  local  communities  will  benefit  economically  through 
the  0  and  C  Counties  50%  share  of  B.L.M.  timber  receipts. 

In  conclusion,  DTO  strongly  endorses  the  DSEIS  and  commends  you  for 
taking  this  action.  We  are  looking  forward  to  similiar  revisions  in 
your  Timber  Management  Plan  when  you've  determined  that  the  F.I.R. 
results  justify  returning  lands  back  to  the  intensive  management  base. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  important  issue. 

Sincerely, 

DOUGLAS  TIMBER  OPERATORS,  INC. 


'.K(-.  '-tlU  W^l 

Ralph  Saperstein 
Executive  Director 


DTO  5terring  Committee 
DTO  Working  Committee 
Sue  Joerger,  5. O.T.I  .A. 


EDFDRD  CORPORATION 
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December  21,  1934 
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Al  Larson 

Planning  and  Environmental  Coordinator 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3040  Biddle  Road 

Medford,  OR  97504 

Dear  Sir: 

I   have  read  your  draft  Josephine/ Jackson- Klamath  Timber 
Management  Supplemental    Environmental    Impact  Statement  and  find 
the  document  adequately  addresses  environmental    concerns. 

The  change  from  heavy  dependancy  on  shelterwood  regeneration 
to  a  mix  with  clearcutting  is  not  only  good  forestry  but  also  makes 
good  economic  sense.     BLM  foresters  are  responding  to  their  own 
experience  and  research  by  F.I.R.   that  regeneration  can  be  obtained 
on  a  consistent  basis.     As  a   result  regeneration  costs  have  been 
reduced. 

The  draft  does   not  discuss  the  economic  impacts.      I  feel   that 
this   should  be  addressed  in  the  final   statement. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  make  comments. 

Sincerely, 


Bruno  C.  Meyer 
Head  Forester 

MEDFORD  RLS0URCE5  CORP. 
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December  19.   1984 
210  S.   Marble  Drive 
Grunts  Pass,   Or  97526 


Al  Larson 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medfurd,  Or  97504 

Re:     Josephine  /J  ackson-Klamath  TiJiiber  Management  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement   (SETS) 

As  a  local  resident  concerned  about  corrrnunity  stability,  employment,    taxes, 
schools,   and  other  vital  cumiunity  services,    I  agree  with  your  proposed 
action  defined  in  your  Draft  Supplemental  Env i ronmental  Impact  Statement 
concerning  clear  cutting. 

It  appears  that  the  economic  savings  in  road  building  alone  dictates  Imple- 
mentation as  soon  as  possible. 

I  was  disappointed  that  your  Draft  did  not  more  clearly  address  the  real 
dollars  saved  by  your  pruposal.  Also  frustrating  to  me  is  why  weren't  we 
practicing  this  harvest  method  much  sooner  if  it  la  .sound  forest  practice 
and  can  be  accomplished  more  efficiently?  The  local  governments  and  tax- 
payers will  surely  appreciate  anything  you  can  do  that  will  enhance  max- 
imum economic  returns  along  with  good  forestry. 


Sincerely, 


n  ,1 . 


*&*&&& 
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December    21 , 


iiurjh   Shara 

D  i ;;  i  ri  ct    Manager 

in  M-Medford   Dietrict 

3040.    BlddJ  e    Road 

Medford,    OR    97501 

EJaOt  Hugh: 

On  behalf  ur  the  Industrial  Forestry  Aeaociation,  I  would  like 
tu  ofTer  the  following  response  on  the  adequacy  nf  the  Draft  Supple- 
ment j^!  to  the  rinni  ElS'a  For  the  Josephine  und  Jackson-Klamath 
T  i  mher  Management  Plans  . 

I  have  read  the  supplemental  LIS  document  and  have  apent  many 
hours  listening  to  explanations  by  ULI-l  specialists  in  an  attempt 
to  fully  understand  the  draft,  supplement  proposal.   I  now  have  s 
better  understanding  of  the  prior  history  and  the  current  situation 
relating  to  management  oT  forest  lands  on  the  Medford  District-   liaised 
on  this  accumulated  understanding,  I  now  fully  support  the  implementa- 
tion uf  the  Draft  Supplement  proposals.   IL  is  my  belief  that  belter 
rarest  land  management  will  he  achieved,  better  environmental  protec- 
tion will  result,  and  additional  social  and  economic  benefits  can 
be  obtained  if  the  proposed  action  is  implemented. 
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o  proponed  act i on ,  even  the  news- 
th  only  the  negative  side  to  report. 


Hugh  Shore 
December  21  ,  TJu4 
Page  2 

full  presentation  of  both  sides 
papers  and  other  media  are  left 

If  presentation  uf  additional  background  information  and  benefits 
data  is  cumhersome  or  illegal  in  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
I  would  then  suggest  publication  oT  a  companion  document,  to  be  pre- 
sented in  conjunction  with  the  ETS.   In  today's  world  of  public 
participation  in  technical,  resource  management  decisions,  it  is 
imperative  the  whole  picture  be  presented. 
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a  Few  additional 
the  Final  S£IS. 


which  1 


ould 


ke  to 


1. 


I 


like  to  see  inclusion  in  the  FE I S  of  the  chart  use 

by  Al  Ahee  to  outline  Acres  anticipated,  proposed  ond  accomplished. 

Its  inclusion  would  enhance  understanding  of  what  has  happened  ond 
what  is  expected  to  happen  under  the  proposed  action. 


see  an  explanation  of  why 
expected  to  be  greatly 


12.       I  would  like 
eleareut ting  today  can  oe    expecteu  to  oc  greatly  improved  over  pa 
experiences.   A  full  understanding  oF  till,  the  improved  aspects  of 
tnday's  clearcut  will  be  necessary  beForc  the  general  public  will 
ever  accept  the  use  of  this  extremely  necessary  Torest  management  tool. 

3.   I  think  the  explanation  oT  Air  (Juality  impacts  on  page  8 

is  very  weak.   A  si  tuple  increase  or  decrease  in  particulate  emission 

is  not  necessarily  harmful  or  beneficial.   What  is  important  is  what 

happens  to  the  particulates  after  their  release  into  the  airshed. 

An  explanation  of  BtM  and  State  of  Oregon  smoke  management  requirements 

would  he  useful  in  describing  what  real  impacts  might  be  expected 
under  the  pr up used  action. 


14.   The  description  of 
appears  incorrect  to  me .   I F 
uf  your  hum  ing  prescription 
techniques,  should  not  reduc 


mpaeto    to 


il    productivity    (page    9) 


Slash    burning,    using    today' 
1 1    product  i  v  i  t  y . 


7n    ^1  :'-       J     think    inclusion    of    a    description    id    nil     types    oF    land    under 

/U-QlBtM    administration    on    the    MedForri    District    would    also    be    informative. 

|Hany    oF    the    general     public    are     still     unaware     that     the    proposed     action 
will    only    affect    existing    designated    commericel     Forest    land.       Many    of 
the    public    are    unaware    that    no    changes    are    proposed    for    riparian    areas, 
visual     ^nnes,     fragile    soil    sites,"   etc.       A    description    and    acreage 
listing    of    protected    and    withdrawn    lands    would    help    to    better    describe 
the    overall    impacts    of   the    proposed    action. 
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for     the    opportun i  ty     to 


the    draft    'il   I  S  . 


5 i  ncnrel y  , 

Ct/...i  fl  /■  (■-,.  ./■-.  i 

Richard    II!    Tclijeiihuur    ' 

District   Forester 


s£Rvmc  fc.fsr  oivwffls.  locgews.  . 
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Mr.    Al    Larson 
December  18,    1984 
Page  2 
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December   18,    1984 


Mr.    Al   Larson 

Planning   &  Environmental    Coordinator 

Bureau  of   Land  Management 

3040    Biddle  Road 

Hedford,    Oregon      97504 

Dear  Mr.    Larson: 

Re:      Josephine/Jackson  -   Klamath   Timber 

Management  -  Draft   Supplemental 
Environmental    Impact   Statement 

The  Association  of    O&C  Counties    (the  Association)    has 
reviewed  the   draft   supplemental    environmental    impact   statement 
(EIS)    and  would  like    to  comment   on  its  sufficiency.      The  Asso- 
ciation is    composed  of    the  18    Oregon    counties  in  which   the  06C 
lands  are  located.      Because   of    the  unique  funding   formula 
applied  to  O&C  lands,    the    counties    comprising    the  Association 
have  a    substantial    interest   in  forest  management   on  O&C  lands- 
The  Association,    therefore,    is  interested  in  any   decisions 
regarding  the  draft   supplemental    EIS. 

The  Association  has  reviewed   the   draft   supplemental 
EIS    to  determine   its   sufficiency    under   the  National    Environmen- 
tal   Policy  Act    (NEPA)    and  the    Council    on  Environmental  Quality 
(CEQ)    Guidelines.      The  Association  also   reviewed  the  draft   to 
determine  its   sufficiency   in  addressing    recent    claims  made    by 
environmental    groups   in  appeals   before   the   Interior   Board  of 
Land  Appeals.      The  Association  has   three    concerns  which   are   dis- 
cussed below. 

1.        Church  Guidelines.      The  draft   supplemental    EIS    should 
address  whether    the  current   proposed  program   complies  with   the 
Church  Guidelines  on   clearcutting.      Although    the  BLM  is  not  for- 
mally bound  by    the  Church  Guidelines,    the  two  original    EIS '  s 
included  the  Church  Guidelines  as  objectives  and  policies.      Jo- 
sephine Final    EIS  at  1-4:   Jackson  Klamath  Final    EIS  at  1-4.      The 


71-  1 


71-2 


71-3 


draft  supplemental  EIS  discusses  changes 
tices  which  may  or  may  not  be  consistent 
lines.  If  the  BLM  believes  that  the  pro 
clearcut  acreage  are  consistent  with  the 
draft  supplemental  EIS  should  so  state  a 
be  substantiated.  On  the  other  hand,  if 
in  clearcut  acreage  are  not  consistent  w 
lines,  the  draft  supplemental  EIS  should 
objectives  and  policies  included  in  the 
should   state    the   reasons   for    this    change 


in  clearcutting  prac- 
with  the  Church  Guide- 
posed  increases  in 

Church  Guidelines,    the 
nd  the  conclusion  should 

the    proposed  increases 
ith    the  Church  Guide- 
specifically    amend  the 
original    EIS' s  and 


2. 


Alternative 


The  draft    supplemental    EIS    should 


clearly   address   alternatives  available   to  the  BLM  with    respect 
to   clearcutting.      The   CEQ  Guidelines   require  a  supplemental   EIS 
to   include   a    comparison   of    al terntaives,    just   as  is   required   in 
any  EIS.      The    comparison  must   be   sufficient  to    provide    "a   clear 
basis  for    choice  among  options   by    the  decision  maker   and  the 
public."      40  CFR  §    1502.14.      Although   the    tenor    of    the    draft 
supplemental    EIS    compares  increased  clearcutting  with    the  origi- 
nal   timber  management    plan,    the   draft   supplemental    EIS   does  not 
clearly    relate   this   comparison  to  a  comparison  of    alternatives. 
The   draft   supplemental   EIS  may    already    present    sufficient  mate- 
rial   for    the  decision  maker   but    it  does  not   clearly    delineate 
the  alternatives. 

3.        Technology    Improvements.      The  draft   supplemental    EIS 
makes    conclusory   statements    concerning  advances  in    silviculture, 
logging  system    engineering  and  timber    sale  planning.      Draft 
Supplemental   EIS  at  4-5.      The  validity  and  sufficiency    of    these 
statements   goes  to  the  heart  of    the  decision  addressed  by    the 
draft   supplemental    EIS.      The   draft    does  not   substantiate   these 
conclusions  or    direct    the  decision  maker    to   sources  of    addi- 
tional   information.      Although   the  Association  agrees  with  BLM' s 
conclusions,    the  Association  believes  the   supplemental    EIS 
should  include   a  more    comprehensive    discussion  of    the 
tehnological    advancements  and  should  include  at  least  a    bibliog- 
raphy   of   authorities  supporting   the    conclusions  reached. 

The  Association  recognizes  the  effort  the  BLM  has  put 
into   the    draft   supplemental   EIS  and  appreciates  the  opportuinity 
to   submit   comments.      The  Association  hopes  that   the  decision 
recommended    by    the   draft   supplemental    EIS  will    ultimately    be 


Mr.    Al    Larson 
December  18 ,   1984 
Page  3 


U.  S.     ENVIRONMENTAL     PROTECTION     AGENCY 
l60  »*&  R  E  G  I  O  N     X 


1200     SIXTH     AVENUE 
SEATTLE,     WASHINGTON     98101 


72 


adopted,    and  we  support   the  BLM  in  its  efforts  to  prepare  a    suf- 
ficient final    supplemental   EIS. 

Very    truly  yours, 


Ray   E.    Doerner 
Executive  Director 


Din  Z  l   w 

Al  Larson 

Planning  and  Environmental  Coordinator 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3040  Biddle  Road 

Medford,  Oregon  97504 

Dear  Mr.  Larson; 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DSEIS)  for  the  Josephine/Jackson-Klamath  Timber  Management  Plan.  This 
report  analyzes  the  environmental  impacts  of  a  proposed  increase  in 
clearcutting  acreage  with  an  associated  decrease  in  shelter-wood  harvest. 
The  supplement  was  done  to  address  the  perceived  differences  between 
existing  timber  harvest  practices  and  those  analyzed  in  the  Final  EIS 
completed  in  1979. 

We  agree  with  the  conclusion  of  the  DSEIS  that  environmental  impacts  will 
not  be  significantly  different  than  those  addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 
In  fact,  because  road  construction  and  yarding  are  being  reduced,  sediment 
yield  and  water  quality  impacts  should  also  be  reduced. 

Based  on  our  review,  we  have  rated  this  DEIS  L0  (Lack  of  Objections)  1n 
accordance  with  our  responsibility  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
to  determine  whether  the  environmental  impacts  of  proposed  Federal  actions 
are  acceptable  in  terms  of  public  health,  welfare  and  environmental  quality 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  this  report.  Should  you  wish  to 
discuss  our  comments,  please  contact  Daniel  I.  Steinborn,  Chief  of  the 
EIS  and  Energy  Review  Section,  at  1 206)  442-1755. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  S.  Burd 
Director,  Water  Division 
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(503)378-3732    or    Toll    Free     In    Oregon     l-BOO-422-3800 


Project    Number: 


STATE  AGENCY  REVIEW 

=  -    -■  ■    :-**-.'    .,  ni*. 


Re  turn    Date- 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW  PROCEDURES 


If  you  cannot  respond  by  the  above  return  date,  please  call  to  arrange 
an  extension  at  least  one  week  prior  to  the  return  date. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW 
DRAFT  STATEMENT 


December  1984 


(   )   This  project  has  no  significant  environmental  impact, 

i   )   The  environmental  Impact  is  adequately  described. 

<  ^Q      Wa  suggest  that  the  following  points  be  considered  In  the 
preparation  of  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

(   )   No  commen  t. 

T'^to-'Ma.^i'w.^rV 

Remarks 

TU    hrtkiJ&M  *ihW    fc«c  mMA  p^*u    4,f<*t  e(   EW*    i^Ww^ 
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FrMoJ-     SMflU  cU>«fcfc   OW  tl*    f«*.*-*S     6»U     lo*l«     pi»r*lfc»H 
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The  membership  uT  the  Siskiyou  Chapter  of  the  Oregon  Society 
erican  Foresters  is  composed  of  approximately  160  professional 

foreaLare  and  other  resource  managers,  living  and  working  in  Jackson 

and  Josephine  Counties.   Members  are  affiliated  with  the  USFS,  OLM, 

ubhD,  private  industry,  higher  education  institutions  or  are  self 

employed  individuals.   Membership  ii 

old,  including  both  male  and  female 

Chapter  takes  an  active  rnle  in  pro' 

relative  to  forest  resource  is sues. 


ersc,  ranging  from  young  to 
(ii  ui  essionals.   The  Siskiyou 
idiny  professional  leadership 
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Management  of  timber  resources  in  Southern  Oregon  has  been 
controversial  for  many  years.   Chief  among  the  many  disagreements 
has  been  the  cleorcutting  versus  shelterwood  harvesting  argument. 
The  basic  arguments  began  early  in  the  1960's.   Clearcutting  was 
the  primary  harvesting  system  used  in  Southern  Oregon  during  the 
60's  decade.   It  was  an  inexpensive  and  efficient  method  for 
harvesting  trees,  but  sometimes  contributed  to  less  than  acceptnbl 


Siskiyou  Chapter 

Position  Statement 

December  1984 
Page  2 

reforestation  success  and  other  » esource  degradation.   Other 
associated  management  needs  and  technigues  such  as  road  building, 
slash  burning  and  insufficient  brush  control  often  contributed 
more  to  the  overall  undesirable  results,  however  clearcuts,  used 

as  a  catchall  phrase,  usually  received  the  preponderance  of  blame. 
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systems  were  developed  in  response  to 
on  Failures  associated  with  clearcutting.   In 
f forts  were  begun  to  improve  reforestation 
ntially  reduce  other  resource  degradation, 
ogy,  new  machinery  and  new  ideas  were  developed 
jectives  of  more  productive  timber  resource 
rrent  reductions  in  related  envi  ronmental 
anges  and  new  ideas  have  resulted  in  increased 
y  improved  environmental  protection  and 
ed  reforestation  success. 

Experience  on  BLM  and  Forest  Service  lands  has  shown  the 
shel terwood  harvesting  system  to  be  successful  in  prescribed 
appli cations.   It  is  a  useful  tool  where  reforestation  success 
depends  on  site  microclimate  modi  Tication.   However,  shel terwood 
harvesting  systems  hove  proved  to  be  unnecessary  for  reforestation 
success  on  most  sites  in  Southern  Oregon.   A  need  for  a  revised 
management  prescription  is  evident  where  shelterwood  harvesting 
is  no  longer  considered  appropriate. 

The  proposed  revision  in  management  emphasis  on  BLM  forest 
lands  is  an  appropriate  action  predicated  on  collective  knowledge 
gained  through  forest  mannrjemeri  t  experience  and  site  specific 
research  data.   The  shelterwood  harvesting  system  has  been  shown 
to  be  an  unnecessary  prescription  For  many  management  scenarios. 
Clearcutting,  on  the  other  hand,  is  effective  in  promoting  reforest- 
ation success  by  using  today ' s  improved  technology  and  procedures. 
Clearcutting  is  also  an  envi  ronmental ly  sound  forest  management  tool. 

The  cl earcut  harvesting  techniques  oF  today  are  greatly  improved 
when  measured  against  past  procedures.   Current  clearcutting  techni- 
ques protect  basic  environmental  resources  such  as  soil  productivity 
and  air  and  water  quality,  while  greatly  enhancing  reforestation 
efforts.   Improvements  in  harvesting  equipment,  slash  burning, 
seedling  quality,  plant ing  techniques,  and  brush  and  stocking  control 
ail  contribute  to  success ful  implementation  of  cl earcutting  prescrip- 
tions  in  today ' s  environmentally  sensitive  forest  management  opera- 
tions. 

The  Si  ski  you  Chapter  of  the  Oregon  Society  of  American  Foresters 
believes  that  implementation  of  the  proposed  si  1 v i cul turel  changes 
as  outlined  in  the  draft  5F.I5  is  appropriate  and  recommends  its 
adoption . 


Approved  by  the  Siskiyou  Chapter  on  December  17,  1984  in  accord  with 
5ection  II  A-N  oF  SAF  Bylaws.  A  position  of  the  Society  of  American  Toresters 
expires  three  years  after  date  of  adoption  unless,  after  thorough  review,  it3 
continuance  is  approved. 
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Al  Larson  and 
.bureau  of  Land.  manage. 
3040   Siuule  .Road 
Ueaford,    ure^on   97504 

Dear  Sirs. 

Here's   some   comments   on  the   ou^plemental  j^Id  to   tne  final 
^nvirunmeutal   Impact   State  -ants   for  the  Josephine   ana  Jacison- 
b-lamath  Ten-Year  Timber  L.ana^e-ent   rlaiis . 


..lain  KSsu-iption. 


.1) 

It  seems  that  trie  main  assumption  of  the  33XS  is  tnat  land, 
lonce  re.jaro.eu  as  suitauie  only  for  shelterwuoa  cutting  (auU  a^t 
■  suitable  for  clearcutting)  nas  now  oeco-e  suitable  'for  cioi.-rcuttj  ng, 
Idue  to  the  "technological  advances"  ^eationea  briefly  on  j u .  i-6 
|uf  the  uraft  SJBlH, 

Uata  neeus  to  oe  provj-Ueu  to  support  this  assumption. 

2)  'Jerninolosiy  <&   current  Harvest  .iti.tuq. 

The  use  of  the  tern  "ue  facto  ciearcuta"  ia  -lisieaain^  ana 
unclear.   AOaoraiag  to  the  testi..iOuy  of  ailviculturist  ;l1  *xee  on 
1 1/1  3/84,   the  current  number  of  acres  that  have  alrenuy  b^isn. 
clearcut  unuer  the  '76-'7y  plans  is  20,621.   Of  tne^e  acres,  4,7yd 
were  initial-entry  clearcuts,  ana  15,a2^  acres  comprise  JLsnas 
originally  harve..;tea  once  as  shelterwood  cuts. 

Only  those  15,023  acr.s  of  uhelterwuods  alreaa.v  clearcut 
Should  do  labelxeu  as  "de  fucto".   i'he  remaining  sESltarwooftO 
should  be  la ue lien  as  "proposeu  conversions"  to  clearcuca . 

Hopefully,  the  final  o£U  will  induae  a  full  report  of  the 

current  number  of  acres  harvested  under  various  technique 8  

Including  the  number  of  acreii  narve^teU  a^  siielcerwoous  si..ce 
'  "r  S— '  79  tnat  remain  as  shelterwuous. 

3)  rtlternatives. 

G-iven  the  laci;  of  aata  presented  to  support  re-cla^sifving 
lanus  as  suitable  for  clearcutting,  and.  the  general  uncertainty  uf 
all  silvicuitural  practices,  it  wouia  30cm  ^ruuent  (both  eco-.-o^xuklly 
arm  ecoaomically )  to  consider  otatir  alternatives,  a      full  ran/e 
of  aiternitivej  is  also  requireu  '0^   ujsPa  aa  a  crucial  part  of  che 
Ji'lB  process. 

equate  natural  regeneration  of  the  b&eltur- 

urreu,  these  aii.es;  co^la  oe  urou^iit  uj  to  full 
dtocKinj  oy  artificial  re^e.iera -ion  (planting  aeeuiin^s) ,  Liu  the 
ovwrfcTory  couiu  be  left  XiL   place  tu  shelter  the  new  growth.  Some 
aeg-ee  of  manual  Brush  ooxitrul  wi  ,ht  aiuu  be  ^esii-eaole  0:1  so^.e 
sites. 


-  Uase  at  un  those  t 
in  n unacceptable  c&ma_e 
there  are  two  other  ulturnati 


oreretury  removal  cuuxa  result 
structicn  to  the  existing  re^eneratlu.i 
jsiues  ciearcutti,i££  tne"^ite  ar.u 
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Starting   ovur:       1  )      the    existittfi   0Vi.*rsWr/    caula    ai.j^ly    be    left 
in  place,    to    &ubi.afy    wiVersil,,    requirements   ana    .roviae    wiioiil'e 
haoitL-t;    or   2)       the    overstory    coulu    oe    narvcsteu    carefully,    with 
tne    spaces    between   the    trtes    that    re^aineti    oein^   ao    larger   tn&n 
that  aesireu   for  the    final   spacing  or   tne    atwna    (re.,    "tfuue   intsr- 
plaatiuy  aay   ba   .leceauary   to   fill   in  areas   where    aeeuj-in^s   were 
j,aatfceu    o^    the    iinal  lagging   operations."    uraft    3M3|    p.    7). 

4)      Cost-Benefit    Acnomitin;  . 

Clearauttin,j;    is    often   cnosen   as    tne    pref=;i*rea    tr^ntuent 
because    it    i.=    ueiieve^    to    se    more    economic:!.! .       (This    a;jauuiption 
is   often   not    batJLeu   up    oy    uue^ULita    aaca.)      The    present    siW-tiun 
see^a  to  provide   a  possible   exception  to   the    jenerai   ruj.e ,    an   une 
GilTicultural    treatment    has   alreaoy   been  ap^iiea . 

Case    A:      Here,    tne    coat    of  artificially    regenerating  part    of 

the    site,    plus    the    coat    of  manually    orush   clearing;    waere    neeueu, 
neeas    to    De    compareu    with   the    cosLa    of    ^ice    preparation  ana 
artificial   regeneration   for    the    entire    acreage    Uwtter   the    clear- 
cutting    syotea. 

Case    B:      Here,    revenue    lost    froia   the    tree-   left    standing,    ur 

tne    c.ot    of   artificially    re^eueraLing   some    partt.    of    the    site,    or 
the    cost    of  more    careful   lodging   practices,    neeu^s    to    oe    compared 
with  the    casta    of   sibe    preparation   ana   artificial    regeneration   for 
tne    entire    acreage    unuer   the    clear  cue  ting    ^yotem. 

.question:      What    is    the    auount    of  liollar  loas    iucurreu    oy    oacrifioii.j 
the    years    of  natural    regeneration  aireauy    growing   on   tne^e    utan^i? 

I    hope    that   tnese   matters    receive    full   consideration    in  the 
preparation  of   the   Pinal    3.dIS. 

Thank  you  for   the    opportunity    to    comment .      ~y   concerns    are 
not    only    for  woous    workers   liKe   uiy&ntf,    or    the    j^bs    „i   luggers    ana. 
Ljill  workers,    Dut    for   the    suotain&bi±ity    of  the    forest    iano.    Dase 
that    will   proviae    jobs   anu    enjOj  ..eat    for   our   children   ana   ^rand- 
chiiaren  in   the    years    to    coiue . 


art    brothers 
Fail  Hamilton 
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Soda  Mountain  Resource  Council 


P.O.  Box  512 


Ashland,  Oregon 


97520 


76 


Mr.  Hugh  Shera, 
District  Manager 
Medford  District  BLM 
3040  Biddle  Koad 
Medford,  Oregon   97501 


Dear  Mr 


She 


The  Soda  Mountain  Res 
organization  dedicated  to 
natural  resources  of  Soda 
Resource  Area.   On  behalf: 
like  to  offer  the  followin 


Jac  kson-Kla 
Impact  Stat 


urce  Council  is  a  non-profit 
he  protection  of  the  outstanding 
ountain  and  the  southern  Klamath 
if  the  Council,  and  its  members,  I  w 
comments  on  the  Draft  Josephine/ 


th  Timber  Management  Supplemental  Envirc 
ent  , 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 


ninen  t«  1 


a  p  p  o  1 


ted 


of  detail 


the 

specific  information  in  the  DEIS,  and  the  absence  of 
critical  analysis  and  discussion  of  the  proposed  action  on  the 
resources  and  environment  of  the  District.   There  is  no 
justification  given  for  the  Proposed  Action,  and  why  It  should 
take  precedence  over  the  existing  management  plan.   The  DEIS 
completely  fails  to  discuss  and  analyse  any  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  action,  in  what  we  believe  to  be  a  clear  violation  of 
NEPA.   Some  of  the  major  programmatic  objections  we  have  to  the 
DEIS  are: 

1.  Purpose 


the  DEIS  analyzes  the 


d_  Need..   The  DEIS  simply  states  (page  2)  that 
on mental  impacts  of  a  proposed 
.  the  District.   What  is  the  reason  th 
increase  in  clearcutting  is  proposed?   Why  are  the  existing 
planned  shelterwood  cuts  inadequate?   Why  has  BLM  increased  its 
clearcutting  in  the  past  above  the  level  stipulated  in  the 
original  Plan  (the  action  which  precipitated  this  DEIS)?   At 
present,  there  is  no  described  need  for  the  proposed  action,  nor 
any  justification  for  it.   These  points  are  a  critical  part  of 
the  FEIS. 


■^5TO3£s 


%&%*'-& 
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Alternati  v 


Con 


idered . 


The  DEIS  fails  to  consider  any 
,  a  clear  violation  of  NEPA. 
rcuit  Court  of  Appeals  case 


alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Actio 

The  recent  (November  19S2)  Ninth  C 

California  vjj_  Block  made  it  very  clear  that  Federal  agencies  are 

complelled  by  NEPA  to  offer  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives, 

and  set  guidlines  to  that  end.   This  DEIS  fails  to  examine  any 
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alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.   This,  plus  the  the  lock  of 
clearly  staled  need  for  the  proposed  action,  makes  the  DEIS  a 
very  faulty  document.  ,   Why  was  tlftar  Cutting  selected  over  other 
harvest  methods?   What  criteria  were  used  in  selecting  harvest 
methods?   What  alternative  cutting  methods  were  con si  dared  before 
the  proposed  action  was  selected,  and  why  were  these  riisgarded? 
We  believe  the  DEIS  is  completely  inadequate  in  addressing  these 
NEPA  requirements. 

3.   Site-Specific  Analyses.   The  DEIS  indicates  that  an 
additional  46,300  acres  of  BLM-adminis t ered  forest  lands  will  be 
clearcut  over  the  next  decade,  but  the  DEIS  fails  to  show  where 
these  lands  will  be.   Have  these  lands  been  identified  and 
mapped?   T  f  so,  why  was  a    map  not  included  in  the  DEIS,  or  a 
summary  map  Included  with  detailed  maps  available  for  review  at 
the  BLM  District  office  and  public  libraries  in  the  Rogue 
Valley?   If  these  lands  l.ave  not  yet  been  specifically 
identified,  how  has  BLM  calculated  the  site-specific  impacts  of 
the  Proposed  Action?   How  has  BLM  calculated  the  cumulative 
impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action?   The  DEIS  gives  S    very  general, 
idealized  description  of  how  the  lands  selected  for  clearcutting 
will  be  identified;  what  is  the  specific  way  in  which  this 
process  will  be  applied  to  the  Medford  District? 

We  find  that  the  Q  i  I.  s-speci  f  i  c  impact  analysis  of  the 
Proposed  Act  1 on  is  very  weak,  with  virtually  no  supporting  data 
and  only  generalized  comment*.   The  FEIS  should  include  a  much 
more  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  Proposcrd 
Action  on  specific  resources.   The  cumulative  impacts  analysis 
also  needs  to  be  strengthened. 


Spe 


Com 


Wild  life 

Id  life  is 


of  Lhe  majoi 


concerns  of  the  Council  ,  and 
the  DEIS,   The  DEIS  only 
elk,  and  do a s    n 0 1  e  v e  11  consider 


addresses  super  I' i c i a  1 1  y  deer  and  c 
the  much  larger  wildlife  community. 

Thfi  DEIS  states  thai  deer  and  elk  generally  would  benefit 
by  the  increased  browse  that  woul d  result  from  clear cut ting. 
Since  this  browse  would  alS'O  develop  under  shelterwood  cutting, 
how  significant  would  the  relatively  minor  amount  of  add it i  ona I 
forage  be  to  these  species?   What  would  be  the  impact  of  losing 
the  the  r  ma  1  and  hiding  cover  that  the  she  U  erwood  cuts  won  I  d 
provide,  but  that  c 1  en r-CU 1 1 ing  would  remove?   The  literature 
also  shows  that  many  ci«a  rents  are  little  used  by  deer  and  elk 
beyond  100  or  so  feet  into  the  cut,  because  the  animals  won't 
feed  where  there  is  no  escape  cover.   What  specific  guidelines 
will  be  used  to  ensure  that  clearcuLs  are  designed  so  that  all, 
or  most,  of  the  forage  base  will  be  available  to  big  game? 
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studies  in  Alska,  for  example,  have  shown  that  old-growth  forest 
is  the  optimal  habitat  for  this  animal,  and  that  it  does  much 
more  poorly  than  expected  in  clcarcuts.   What  portion  of  the  EIS 
area  is  inhabited  by  black-tailed  deer,  and  what  portion  by  mule 
deer?   What  research  has  the  Medford  District  used  in  making  its 
statements  regarding  deer  use  of  clearr.u  ts  ?   Has  it  studied  the 
Alaska  studies  of  the  black-tail,  and  how  does  this  compare  to 
habitat  requirements  for  mule  deer?   What  studies  were  used  to 
determine  the  response  of  Roosevelt  elk  to  clearcutting? 

The  DEIS  gives  only  cursory  attention  to  other  wildlife 
species,  even  though  these  will  be  the  ones  most  substantially 
affected  by  the  proposed  action.   Many  species  (such  as  Lewis' 
woodpecker)  can  continue  to  reproduce  and  successfully  rear  young 
in  a  shelterwood  cut,  but  simply  cannot  in  a  r.learcut.   What  will 
be  the  impact  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  wildlife  which  are  not 
old-growth  dependent,  bur  which  refliilrn  mi  H  y-nr.",  gssi  onn  1  to  mature 
forest  for  feeding  and  successful  reproduction?   The  FEIS  should 
Include  charts  similar  to  Appendices  9,  10,  75  ands  27  of 
Wildlife  Habitats  in  Managed  Forests  -  the  ftlaa  Mountains  of 
Oregon  and  Washington  (USDA  Forest  Service,  September  1979, 
Agriculture  Handbook  No.  553)  to  display  the  impacts  of  the 
proposed  action  on  a  1  1  wildlife  species  that  would  be  affected- 
no  t  just  door  and  elk.  (A  similar  analysis  was  done  by 
the  Prineville  District  in  the  Brothers  Grazing  Management  Plan 
in  1982). 

How  do  the  clearcut  areas  relate  to  old-growth  set-aside 
areas,  specifically  those  for  spotted  owl,  pine  marten,  pileated 
woodpecker,  and  other  old-growth  dependent  spoecies?   How  will 
increasing  the  size  and  number  of  clearcut  areas  affect  dispersal 
of  these  species?   What  will  be  the  impact  of.  removing  the 
migration  and  habitat  cover  that  shelterwood  provides  for  these 
species  In  clearcut  areas?   Will  there  be  a  buffer  between  the 
old-growth  set-aside  areas  and  clear cuts?   What  allowance  for 
dispersal  distance  and  corridors  is  being  made?   How  will  t h i a 
affect  the  minimum  population  management  levels  for  nld-growth- 
dependent  species  in  the  District?   What  standards  will  be  set 
for  snag  management,  and  how  will  monitoring  of  snags  be 
undertaken? 

The  DEIS  fails  completely  in  assessing  the  ecological 
changes  that  will  result  from  changing  the  overstory-understory 
relationship,  even  though  the  proposed  action  constitutes  a 
major  change  in  the  affected  environment  From  the  current  plan. 
Larson  and  Welters  (1983,  "0  ve  rs  r.  n  r  y  -mi  d  e  r  s  t  0  r  y  relationships: 
mixed  conifer  forests"  in:  Overs  tor y-unders tor v  relationships  in 
western  forests.   West.  Reg.  Res.  POubl  Fort  Collins,  CO,  CSO 
Exp'c  Stn.)  have  described  some  of  the  impacts  of  changing  this 
relationship  on  forest  lands  in  Alaska.   This  i  n  format  ion 
should  be  reviewed  and  incorporated  in  the  FEIS. 

.   Fisheries 
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Experience  in  Alaska  has  shown  clearly  that,  even  with  riparian 
buffer  zones,  clear  flitting  can  nave  a  substantial  imp  act  on 
salmonid  fisheries  (see  "Evaluation  of  Buffer  Zones  for 
Protection  of  Salmonid  Rearing  Habitat  with  Implications  for 
Enhancement",  presented  by  K.V.  Koski  and  ..! ,  Heifer?.,  IIS  NMFS 
from  Aukc  Boy,  Alaska,  at  the  Pacific.  Northwest  Stream  Habitat 
Management  Workshop  hosted  by  the  AFS  at  Humboldt  State 
University  last  October  10-12).   because  these  impacts  can  be 
significant,  the  FE.IS  needs  to  address  fisheries  at  a  much 
more  specific  level  than  it  curently  does.   How  many  miles  of 
anadromous  fish-producing  stream  are  located  in  or  adjacent  to 
the  proposed  clear CUt  si  tns?   How  many  miles  of  native  trout 
stream?   What  is  the  soil  base  in  these  areas,  and  how  will, 
clearcutting  affect  erosion  into  the  stream?   What  are  the 
cumulative  impacts  expected  To  bp  on  both  anadromous  and  native 
fisheries? 
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What  guarantees  does  the  Plan  include  to  ensure  that 
adequate  funding  is  available  to  ensure  timely  reforestation? 
What  have  reforestation  budgets  been  over  that  past  3  years? 
What  is  the  current  backlog  of  areas  needing  reforestation  in  the 
DEIS  area?   What  specific  technological  advances  have  been  mads 
which  indicate  that  stocking  standards  can  be  met  in  the  proposed 
clnarrur  areas?   How  does  the  cost  of  these  new  methods  compare 
with  current  mehtods?   What  is  the  PNV  of  the  Proposed  Action, 
and  the  current  Plan?   What  monitoring  will  he  undertaken  once 
the  Proposed  Action  is  adopted?   Again,  there  is  no  dicussion  of 
alternative  methods  of  forestry;  this  needs  to  be  included  in  the 
FEIS. 
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r"VP   ^pertly  been   informed    nf  ft.  THM  proposal    tn 
consider  raining  the  clear  cutting  level   to   five  times 
what,  nnw  exists.      T    strongly  oppose    this  policy. 

I    currently 
flowing  through    the   ce.. 

savings   .Into   huving   this  property.      T   drink   the  water   from 
the   creek'.       I   have  a  bridge  which    spans    the   creek  which 

I  allows  mcceas   to  my  hw,"   r  have   observed  a  delicate 
balHnr.o  which   nreservM   the  beauty  and   function  of  such  a 
f».aP   flowing   strsatn.      ClW  fitting  in   the   past  has  developed 


■le  on  property  which  has  hungers  Creek 
enter."     I've    invested   by  life's 


"S   p> 


ibl  t 


ith  watersheds 


X   fpr.i    jjovwrnmenlwl    agencies   should   protect  indtv'.rtusls 
f^m  abusive    fnrest   p^ntice",      Please  do   not  submit  to    the 
lumber  companies    to   log  ^n    the  most   expedient  and    cheapest 
manner   possible.      T    ?le?d   with  you    tn    reconsider  your 
nr,-,r,n*pd    r1w»«   cuttvog   oolioy   and    let   the    land    remain 
fruitful   and    bfff»flft1«n    to    all    the   people    for  many   yes-^    to 
come. 


Sincerely, 


■laP^' 


Respectfully  submitted, 
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P.O.  Box  325 

Grants  Pass,  Oregon  97526 


21  December  1984 


7S 


Mr.    Hugh  R,    Shera,    District  Manager 
Bureau  of   Land  Management,    Medford  District 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford,    OR  9750** 


Dear 


Shera: 
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The  following  comments  are   submitted  for  SOCATS  concerning  the  Medford  District's  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Timber  Management  in  the  Josephine  and 
Jackson-Klamath  Sustained  Yield  Units.   While  it  is  surely  commendable  to  attempt  to 
further  the  purposes  of  NEPA,  that  cannot  occur  unless  all  important  issues  relevant 
to  a  proposal  are  identified  and  addressed.  To  accomplish  this  in  the  present  situ- 
ation, it  is  necessary  to  go  beyond  the  extremely  limited  scope  of  "addressing  public 
controversy"  set  forth  in  the  05EIS.   Once  again,  BLM  has  come  up  with  issues  and 
questions  to  fit  its  own  solutions  and  answers,  ironically  shutting  out  the  public 
from  helping  determine  what  the  controversy  {as  in  "public  controversy")  is. 
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the  criticism  of  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  Timber  Management 
of  their  failure  to  recognize  and  discuss  important  issues  and  becaus 
ons  were  unsupported.  Although  these  documents  admitted  a  few  areas  > 
certainty,  many  significant  data  gaps  were  ignored.  These  flaws  are 
oot  of  the  District's  present  problems!  by  adopting  the  same  approach 
y  identifying  the  need  and  purpose  of  the  DSEIS  as  "perceived  di fferei 
existing  timber  harvest  practices  and  those  described  in  TMPs,  the  pn 
be  compounded.   These  differences  may  be  "perceived",  but  more  impo 
real,  and  they  go  far  beyond  the  matters  mentioned  in  the  DSEIS,  wh 
tes  new, conclusory  statements  for  previous  ones  without  touching  the 
ems  and  the  opportunities  for  solving  them. 
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Because  of  time  limitations,  we  cannot  comment  on  all  the  issues  that  should  be  con- 
sidered in  supplementing  or  revising  the  existing  TMPs.   Many  important  unaddressed 
comments  from  the  public  and  expert  agencies  should  be  reviewed  in  those  EISs.   Prac- 
tically all  of  our  previous  comments  are  pertinent  to  the  DSEIS.  Many  of  the  issues 
ignored  by  BLM  in  1978  and  1979  when  the  planning  periods  began  have  been  further 
clarified  since  that  time,  but  the  agency  is  still  turning  away  from  them. 

A  news  report  on  the  recent  Advisory  Board  meeting  stated  that  the  Medford  District  must 
choose  between  "two  undesirable  alternatives".  NEPA  was  designed  to  avoid  such  a  choice 
This  kind  of  predicament  is  reached  onlv  bv  ci  rcumvpntinn  thp  intnnt  nf  th«  irt.   OrmrH 


between 
This  kind  of  predic 
ing  to  an  answer  to  a  qui 
develop  other  alternativi 
to  stay  within  the  confii.__ 
necessary  to  revise  the  EIS 


the  Act.   Accord- 


reached  only  by  circumventing  the  intent 
n  at  the  public  meeting  about  the  District's  failure  to 

the  DSEIS,  this  was  not  done  because  the  supplement  had 
f  the  original  programs.   If  that  is  true,  then  " 
rather  than  write  a  supplement  that  retains  a  b 
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if   the   TMPs      —   lack   of   feasible   alternatives    that   would  meet    BLM1  s   variou; 


c  defect 
mandates. 

The  CEQ  regulations  for  implementing  NEPA  state  clearly  that  alternatives  are  the  heart 
of  an  EIS  (40  CFR  1 502. 1  if) -  Although  the  regulations  permit  a  supplement  to  be  written 
without  scoping,  nothing  forbids  scoping  when  it  is  needed.   If  the  need  for  a  supple- 
ment is  attributed  to  "public  controversy",  the  public  should  unquestionably  be  in- 
dentifying  that  'controversy"  before  the  DSEIS  is  issued.   The  futility  of 
n  of  writing  comments  that  are  ignored  in  a  final  document  is  all  too  fa- 
miliar to  citizens  like  us.   Please  see  pages  13  and  14  of  our  comments  on  the  J-KSYU 
DEIS  (letter  #25)  regarding  alternatives;  only  two  minor  points  were  addressed,  and 
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contrary  to  one  of  the  answer: 
not  "emphasised"  until  SOCATS 
today 


non-chemical  vegetation  management  alternatives  were 
Watt  got  moving.  For  many  years  we  have  advocated 
some  of  today's  "promising"  alternatives  which  should  have  been  considered  long  ago. 
These  include  stewardship  contracts,  which  could  have  been  pioneered  by  the  Medford 
District.  The  Eugene  District  of  the  BLM  started  testing  this  idea  in  1981,  and  now 
some  National  Forests  are  following  this  lead,  but  the  Medford  District  apparently 
still  continues  to  ignore  this  option  for  reducing  reforestation  problems. 

The  importance  of  developing  alternatives  is  stressed  throughout  the  NEPA  regulations, 
and  is  applicable  to  any  part  of  the  NEPA  process,  including  supplements.   Section 
1507.2(d)  states  that  agencies  shall: 

Study,  develop,  and  describe  alternatives  to  recommended  courses  of  action 
in  any  proposal  which  involves  unresolved  conflicts  concerning  alternative 
uses  of  available  resources.  This  requirement  of  Sec.  I02(2){£)  extends  to 
all  such  proposals,  not  just  the  more  limited  scope  of  Sec.  102(2)(C){i ii ) 
where  the  discussion  of  alternatives  is  confined  do  impact  statements. 
BLM  surely  cannot  claim  that  the  proposal  in  the  DSEIS  does  not  involve  unresolved  con- 
flicts concerning  alternative  uses  of  available  resources- 

The  second  major  defect  in  the  DSEIS  encompasses  its  reliance  on  unsubstantiated  con- 
clusions and  a  lack  of  sufficient  and  balanced  information.  40  CFR  1502.24  states: 
Agencies  shall  insure  the  professional  integrity,  including  scientific  in- 
tegrity, of  the  discussions  and  analyses  in  environmental  impact  statements. 
They  shall  identify  any  methodologies  used  and  shall  make  explicit  reference 
by  footnote  to  the  scientific  and  other  sources  relied  upon  for  conclusions 
in  the  statement. 
40  CFR  1502.21  describes  incorporation  by  reference  as  follows: 

Agencies  shall  incorporate  material  into  an  environmental  impact  statement 
by  reference  when  the  effect  will  be  to  cut  down  on  bulk  without  impeding 
agency  and  public  review  of  the  action.   The  incorporated  material  shall 
be  cited  in  the  statement  and  its  content  briefly  described.   No  material 
may  be  incorporated  by  reference  unless  it  is  reasonabl y  avai 1 abl e  for  in- 
spection by  potentially  interested  persons  within  the  time  allowed  for  comment.... 

Of  the  six  "References  Cited"  on  page  17  of  the  DSEIS,  two  are  the  TMPs  being  supple- 
mented. Three  of  the  four  which  are  specifically  referenced  in  the  text  of  the  DSEIS 
concern  deer  and  elk  use  of  forest  vegetation.  Although  we  believe  there  are  more  re- 
cent or  pertinent  studies  which  could  be  cited  in  regard  to  ungulates,  these  relatively 
adaptable  species  are  not  truly  representative  of  the  types  of  wildlife  most  adversely 
affected  by  BLM  practices,  so  there  is  no  purpose  in  increasing  the  references  on  that 
subject  to  more  than  half  of  the  total  listed  for  the  whole  DSEIS.   The  relevance  of 
the  only  other  specific  reference  described  in  part  of  a  sentence  on  page  6  is  unclear. 
Where  were  the  clearcuts  with  average  stocking  rate  of  77  percent?  The  title  of  the 
study  indicates  they  are  in  the  Medford  Di strict r"the  the  text  compares  this  stocking 
with  a  different  percentage  in  the  District.   Was  this  reference  available  for  in- 
spection during  the  comment  period?  Do  earned  harvest  factors  for  intensive  forest 
management  not  assume  such  stocking  on  recently-harvested  units? 

Concrete  information  about  the  operational  experience  with  the  different  cutting 
methods  which  has  prompted  a  tremendous  shift  from  shel terwood  harvest  to  clearcutting 
is  conspicuously  absent.   Pages  4,  5>  and  6  refer  to  "technological  advances  in  silvi- 
culture, logging  system  engineering,  and  timber  sale  planning"  which  "indicate  that 
reforestation  to  approved  stocking  standards  can  be  effectively  achieved  on  most  sites 
through  clearcutting".   These  advances  and  techniques  are  not  described  in  the  DSEIS. 
Instead,  the  reviewer  is  simply  offered  more  terms  such  as  "state-of-the-art  informa- 
tion" and  platitudes  like  "The  efficient  use  of  these  practicea^ncourages  successful 
artificial  reforestation  in  a  timely  manner"  (page  4)  and  "It  (clearcutting)  has  proven 
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to  be   successful    when   applied  with   sound  professional    judgement    (sic)    integrating   all 

resources  values  with  management  objectives  and  needs1.1.  These  statements  are  useless 
n  a  planning  document  unless  related  to  specified  Operational  experience  in  the  Medford 
I  a  stocking  figure  without  any  indication  of  the  acreage  or  time 
iability  of  the  crop  trees  actual ly  being  "establ i  shed",  or  the 
irds  in  regard  to  total  planting  efforts  and  treatments  can  only 
iges",  "favors",  "indicates",  and  "often"  are  not  a  sound  basis 
Certainly   "all    major  points  of  view  on  the 

pacts  of  the  alternatives  considered"are  not  presente 

as    required   in  40  CFR   1502.9. 
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The  DSEIS  also  lacks  explanation  of  how  the  projected  increase  in  clearcutting  would  be 
divided  between  initial  entry  clearcuts  and  previous  entry  shel terwoods  ("de  facto 
cuts").  Possibly  most  important,  there  is  no  explanation  for  the  apparent  dis- 
"ftecommended  Watershed  Practices"  in  the  TMPs;  it  seems  impossible  that  the 
hi  ft  to  clearcutting  could  meet  the  standards  in  the  TMP,  but  we  find  nothing 
the  DSEIS  about  changing  them.   The  J-K  TMP  also  states,  "Approximately  16  percent  of 
the  high  intensity  lands  possess  soil,  topographic  and  climatic  conditions  suitable  for 
cut  harvest  techniques"  and  the  DSEIS  makes  no  revision  of  that  determination. 

Although  not  presented  as  decisionmaking  standards,  the  "circumstances"  and  "■ 
which  are  said  to  "favor"  either  clearcutting  or  shelterwood  harvest  {pages 
DSEIS)  appear  to  be  an  attempt  to  justify  the  new  proposal.  Disturbingly,  th 
steepness  as  a  deterrent  factor  only  in  regard  to  second-stage  shelterwood  cu 
Perhaps  more  ominous,  circumstance  (4)  "favoring"  clearcutting  could  probably 
plied  to  much  of  BLM' s  remaining  old-growth  ("Shelterwood  harvesting  is  often 
propriate  on  some  sites  because  of  high  defect,  low  volume  per  acre,  and  low  ; 
rates  per  day  due  to  harvesting  only  a  portion  of  the  stand").  A  reviewer  mu 
how  easily  the  circumstances  and  conditions  described  in  this  section  of  the 
override  previous  cri  teri  a,  or  whether  those  criteria  have  actual ly  been  chan> 
DSEIS  does  not  tel 1  us. 

During  the  public  information  meeting,  the  proposed  change  in  cutting  methods  was  ex- 
plained to  be  feasible  and  necessary  because  of  operational  experience  and  new  research, 
but  no  specific  research  results  are  related  in  the  DSEIS,  nor  are  any  data  provi ded 
on  unsuccessful  shelterwood  and  successful  clearcut  harvest  units.   Such  information  is 
essential  to  support  the  new  proposal.   We  are  not  aware  that  any  FIR  researchers  have 
drawn  any  conclusions  from  their  studies  on  harvest  methods;  recent  FIR  reports  empha- 
sise that  this  research  is  just  beginning. 

Regarding  criteria  for  overstory  retention  in  shelterwood  units,  it  appears  that  basal 
area  standards  are  being  changed  to  "trees  per  acre"  without  specifying  any  minimally- 
acceptable  crown  size.   The  DSEIS  states  on  page  7  that  "Unacceptable  damage  to  seed- 
lings usually  occurs  during  logging  if  the  overstory  is  excessive".   Even  without  wait- 
ing for  the  recommendations  in  improving  shelterwood  harvest  methods  that  are  expected 
from  FIR  research  projects,  it  seems  that  BLM' s  own  operational  experience  could  be 
analyzed  to  quantify  "excessive"  overstory  so  that  the  problem  of  "unacceptable  damage 
to  seedlings"  from  second-stage  shelterwood  harvest  could  be  avoided.   The  District 
should  explain  why  this  cannot  be  done  and  present  strong  evidence  that  clearcutting 
will  be  successful  before  proposing  the  change  outlined  in  the  DSEIS. 

Further  questions  about  the  proposal  are  prompted  by  the  concomitant  intention  to  in- 
crease burning  operations,  as  stated  on  page  8  of  the  DSEIS.   The  figures  given  in  the 
paragraph  headed  "Air  Quality"  show  that  less  than  one-third  of  the  burning  projected 
in  the  TMPs  has  been  accompl i shed,  al though  the  programs  are  more  than  one-third  into 
their  decades.   The  proposed  change  adds  another  1300  acres,  raising  doubt  about  feas- 
ibility.  Reviewers  must  know  what  percentage  of  intended  burning  projects  have  been 
approved  for  timely  implementation  (under  the  state's  smoke  management  restrictions) 
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and  how  many  had  to  be  deferred,  resulting  in  delayed  planting.  The  risk  of  fire 
escape  should  also  be  discussed,  as  well  as  air  pollution,  including  information  on 
unintended  incidents  that  have  occurred  despite  "project  design  features".   Also,  BLM 
has  not  acknowledged  that  air  pollution  can  cause  adverse  effects  even  when  state  stan- 
dards are  met. 


Although  the  DSEIS  assumes  or  implies  that  increased  gleai 
than  the  program  in  the  TMPs,  neither  unquantified  values 
discussed  or  weighed.  If  stocked  shelterwood  understorie: 
facto  clearcuts",  then  the  value  of  the  years  of  growth  di 
computed  and  disclosed.   Since  the  ACE  for  timely  regener 


cutting  will  be  more  economical 
nor  calculable  costs  have  been 

are  to  be  sacrificed  for  "de 
stroyed  is  a  loss  that  must  be 
tion  has  already  been  assumed, 


j  paragraph  and  the  expenses 
again  from  scratch. 


I  the  allowable  cut  will  fall  significantly  {page  1-52  of  the  J-K  TMP  states  that  no  re- 
generation lag  was  assumed  in  computing  the  present  allowable  cut,  and  page  1-4  states 
that  if  planned  intensive  measures  are  not  accomplished  on  schedule,  allowable  harvests 
should  be  reduced  accordingly).  Table  1-7  on  page  1-21  of  the  J-K  TMP  shows  that  the 
credit  for  "Harvest  and  Plant"  is  about  twice  the  combined  total  credits  for  vegetation 
management,  thinning,  and  ferti 1 ization. 

Reviewers  must  also  have  information  about  the  possibility  and  expense  of  additional 
mitigation  measures  that  might  avoid  "unacceptable  damage"  during  second-stage  shelter- 
wood  harvesting  and  the  costs  of  interpl anting  if  such  damage  does  occur  in  order  to 
compare  them  to  the  losses  discussed  in  the  precedii 
starting  an  unpredictable  reforestation  effort 

BLM1 s  conclusion  that  the  lessened  road  construction  which  would  accompany  clearcutting 
will  overcompensate  for  the  additional  impacts  of  clearcutting  is  too  facile.  The  "Soils" 
section  of  the  DSEIS  (page  9)  states  that  management  activities  that  can  have  a   signifi- 
cant effect  on  erosion  and  soil  productivity  are  road  construction,  yarding,  and  burning; 
the  "Water  Resources"  section  on  the  same  page  projects  slightly  increased  water  yields 
and  reduced  sediment  yield  for  the  new  proposal-   No  data  or  references  are  offered  to 
support  these  assumptions,  and  they  are  highly  questionable.   Other  factors  involved  in 
clearcutting  (such  as  denudation  of  a  large  area  and  sudden  loss  of  soil-holding  vege- 
tation) can  cause  significant  erosion,  stream  sedimentation,  and  loss  of  soil  producti- 
vity.  The  Al sea  Watershed  Study  mentioned  in  our  comments  on  the  J-K  TMP  showed  that 
slash-burned  clearcuts  caused  more  sedimentation  than  roadbui 1  ding.   Wc  realize  that 
soil  types  and  problems  are  different  in  the  Coast  Range  and  Southwest  Oregon  (slumping 
vs.  ravel),  but  the  DSEIS  has  completely  ignored  the  potential  and  oredictable  impact; 
of  increased  clearcutting. 

The  supplement  must  also  discuss  other  problems  which  will  be  exacerbated  by  the  proposal. 
These  include  pocket  gopher  infestations  which  BLM  standard  operating  procedure  targets 
for  large  control  programs.   Instead  of  attributing  this  cost  to  clearcutting,  Table  1-7 
in  the  J-K  TMP  shows  allowable  cut  credit  for  gopher  control.  If  the  District  creates 
additional  gopher  habitat,  it  can  then  further  increase  the  allowable  cut  by  attempting 
to  control  the  proliferating  gophers.   This  seems  unreasonable  but  possible.   Another 
undisclosed  impact  of  increased  clearcutting  is  a  further  reduction  in  snag  retention. 


Inadequacy  of  information  in  the  DSEIS  about  its  stated  subj 
its  failure  to  even  mention  significant  matters  and  informal 
timber  management.  The  fact  that  the  allowable  cut  has  been 
17  itmost  importance  in  considering  a  supplement 


pales  in  comparison  to 
ntegral  to  the  District1 
lged  twice  this  year  is 
Harvest  reductions  were  nec- 


it  accomplished  the  thinning,  fertilization,  or  herbicide 
Despite  media  emphasis  on  the  injunction  on  herbicide 


SOCATS'  Comments  on  1984  j/j-K  DSEIS 


SQCAT5'  Comments  on  19^4  j/j-K  05EIS 


Page  6 


78-19 


78-20 


78«21 


78-22 


statements  made  to  the  courts  in  appealing  the  District  and  Appellate  decisions  in  SOCATS 
v ■  Wa 1 1 ,  it  will  be  virtually  impossible  for  BLM  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  40 
CFR  1502.22  or  it  will  take  about  five  years  to  comply  (these  statements  were  made  with 
the  knowledge  that  USDA  was  already  attempting  pesticide  analyses  that  would  comply  with 
this  section  of  the  NEPA  regulations).  We  are  aware  of  industry  and  agency  attempts  to 
change  the  regulations,  but  the  Medford  District  surely  cannot  plan  a  5  year  program  on 
the  basis  of  expecting  such  a  change.  Any  proposal  for  increasing  clearcutting  must  be 
explicit   about  vegetation  management  methods. 

Rather    than  claiming   the  supplement    is  being  written  as   a  discretionary   action   to  further 
the  purposes  of  NEPA  (40   CFR    1502.9{c){2)    and    ignoring   the  unresolved  conflicts   that    led 
to  present  problems  because  they  were  not  addressed   in  the  TMPs,    the  Medford  District  must 
base  the  supplement  or   revision  on   the  reality   that  the  major   assumptions  and  conclusions 
in   the  TMPs  were  erroneous  or   that   there  are.  "signi fi cant   new  circumstances    relevant   to 
environmental    concerns   and  bearing  on   the  proposed  action  or    its    impacts"    (1502.9(c)(1)- 
(iii)    ),    and    that    BLM    i_s_making    "substantial    changes    in    the  proposed   action    that    are    rele- 
vant   to  environmental    concerns"    (1502.9(c){ 1 )(ii )    ). 

On  page  7  of   the  DSEIS    it    is    stated  that   "significant   conflicts,    environmental    preferences, 
and  economic   and   technical    considerations  will    be  addressed   in  the  amended  ROD".      To  per- 
mit  rational    public    review  and  a    reasoned  decision,    the  draft    requires   these  considerations 
40  CFR   1502.9(a)    states,    "If   a  draft    statement    is    50    inadequate  as   to  preclude  meaningful 
analysis,    the  agency    shall    prepare  and  circulate  a   revised  draft  of    the   appropriate  por- 
tion".     As   discussed   in   these  comments,    BLM' s  failure   to  develop   alternatives,    to   address 
issues    raised   by    the   public,    to    recognize    significant    new   circumstances,    to   present 
scientific  and  analytic  bases    for   comparing   the   impacts  of    the  proposal    to  previous 
action,    and    to   disclose   and   weigh    scientific   uncertainty   do_  preclude  meaningful    analysis- 

Although   the  DSEIS   states  on  page  2   that   BLM  believes   impacts   have  not   significantly 
changed  from  those  previously  analyzed,    the  defects   in  previous  analyses   and  circumven- 
tion of  essential    considerations   demonstrate  the   invalidity  of  that  belief.      Implication 
by  omission   is  not  acceptable   in   a   NEPA  document.      The  Ninth   Circuit   Court   recently    re- 
minded BLM  that   "beliefs"  do  not  obviate  NEPA  responsibilities- 

Even  if  BLM  does  not  think  the  CEQ,  regulations  mean  what  they  say,  case  law  has  provided 
plentiful  guidance  to  federal  agencies.  The  1976  CATS  v.  Berqland  case  should  have  made 
50CAT5  v.  Watt  and  similar  subsequent&ases  unnecessary.  Although  2,4, 5-T  was  a  major  i s- 
-  "f  points    in   Judge  Skopil's    1977   decision  are  directly  applicable 

uding   the  Medford  District's  current  plans.      Judge   Skopi 1    confirmed: 

*  Discussion   of   alternatives  must   be   undertaken    in   good   faith    and   must    not   be 
employed   to  justify   a  decision  already    reached, 

*  It    is   necessary    to    indicate    the   extent    to   which   environmental    effects   are 
uncertain   or   unknown. 

*  Where  scientists  disagree  about  possible  adverse  effects,    NEPA  documents  must 
inform   decisionmakers   of    "the   full     range  of    responsible  opinion". 

*  Conclusory   statements  which  do  not    refer   to   scientific  or  objective  data 
supporting    them   do   not    satisfy    NEPA. 

(428  F.    Supp.    908    (1977)   911,    922.) 

Apparently  one   reason   that   agencies    repeatedly   force  the   same   issues   into  court    is   that 
they  arc  not    informed  about  the  facts  of   such  cases-      We   recently    learned  that  no  one     n 
the  Medford  District  Office  has    read  the  documents   in  the  SOCATS  case.      That  explains  why 
false  claims  and   incorrect  position;  which  have  been  defeated   in  court  keep   reappearing. 


;ue   in   CATS,    a  number 
to  other  progn 
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In    the  case  of    the   DSEIS,    BLM   apparently    feels    it  m 
that  a  supplement  or   revision  of   existing  TMPs   is  n 
document  because   the  change   in  program  has   already 
ation  particularly   requires    straightforward  disclos 


st  avoid  addressing  the  real  reasons 
eded,  and  has  written  a  justification 
ccurred.  However,  this  kind  of  situ- 
re.      It    is   not  possible   to  proceed 
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reasonably  until  facts  and  uncertainties  are  squarely  faced.   This  principle  governs 
scientific  method.   It  is  also  the  basis  for  the  NEPA  process. 

40  CFR  1501.7(c)  states  that  "if  substantial  changes  are  made  later  in  the  proposed  action, 
or  if  significant  new  circumstances  or  information  arise  which  bear  on  the  proposal  or  it-i 
impacts",  an  agency  shall  revise  the  determinations  made  under  previous  scoping.   'While 
this  section  is  directed  at  DEISs,  it  applicability  to  the  current  situation  with  this 
SDEIS  is  plain.   It  is  clear  that  this  situation  demands  consideration  of  other  alterna- 
tives and  a  different  way  of  looking  at  forest  resources. 

BLM  has  previously  discarded  many  suggestions  for  timber  management  which  would  achieve 
the  purposes  of  its  mandates,  including  NEPA.   Sec.  2  of  that  Act  states  its  purposes 
are  to: 

...  encourage  productive  and  enjoyable  harmony  between  man  and  his  environment; 
...  promote  efforts  which  will  prevent  or  eliminate  damage  to  the  environment  and 
biosphere  and  stimulate  the  health  and  welfare  of  man;  (and)  ...  enrich  the  under- 
standing of  the  ecological  systems  and  natural  resources  important  to  the  Nation... 
Whether  unintended  or  deliberate,  various  conditions  have  shut  out  the  public  from  BLM 
program  planning,  and  this  has  discouraged  many  people  from  trying  to  participate  in 
"public  involvement"  processes.  However,  there  are  still  citizens,  organizations,  and 
agencies  with  constructive  ideas  who  keep  trying.  40  CFR  1501.2  requires  early  integra- 
tion of  the  NEPA  process  with  planning  "to  avoid  delays  later  in  the  process,  and  to  head 
off  potential  conflicts".   1501.2(d)(2)  instructs  agencies  to  consult  early  with  appro- 
priate agencies,  Indian  tribes,  and  interested  persons  and  organizations  when  their  in- 
volvement is  reasonably  foreseeable.   Any  delays  or  conflicts  which  occur  in  regard  to 
this  DSEIS  cannot  be  blamed  on  the  public.   Citizens  requested  involvement  in  the  pro- 
cess prior  to  the  draft;  although  this  was  denied,  vital  issues  have  been  raised  through 
other  processes  and  those  issues  (relevant  to  the  proposal)  were  not  covered  in  the  DSEIS. 

In  these  days  of  both  a  national  trend  toward  conservatism  and  a  demand  {demonstrated  in 
numerous  national  polls)  for  environmental  protection,  BLM  must  stop  planning  massive 
programs  based  on  shaky  assumptions  and  conclusory  premises  and  must  take  a  more  careful 
approach  to  resource  management  responsibilities.   The  NEPA  process  can  effectively  guide 
an  agency  toward  reasoned  decisionmaking,  but  it  must  be  used  as  intended  in  the  planning 
stage;  it  cannot  work  when  agencies  merely  attach  a  guise  of  NEPA  compliance  to  plans 
that  are  already  made.   Sections  1500.2(c),  1501.2,  1502.2,  and  1502.5  all  emphasize  this. 

We  believe  a  feasible,  appropriate  program  would  involve  flexibility  and  a  mix  of  methods 
(including  those  used  currently),  but  with  additional  considerations  and  firm  constraints. 
Since  site-specific  factors  must  be  assessed  before  prescribing  action  for  each  harvest 
unit,  acreage  projections  should  be  used  only  as  limits  on  certain  practices.  Strict 
standards  as  to  the  applicability  of  each  method  in  regard  to  soils,  slope,  aspect,  micro- 
climate, and  other  site  characteristics  must  govern  prescriptions,  and  must  not  be  waived 
for  expediency;  "circumstances"  such  as  high  defect,  low  volume  per  acre,  and  low  pro- 
duction rates  may  "favor"  clearcutting,  but  must  not  determine  the  harvest  prescription 
or  replace  criteria.   Regarding  vegetation  management,  the  focus  on  "competition"  should 
change  to  a  real  examination  of  the  values  of  all  species,  both  for  commercial  uses  and 
for  vital  forest  interdependences. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DSEIS  and  hope  the  Medford  District  will 
make  a  fresh  start  at  supplementing  or  revising  the  TMPs  by  comprehensively  explaining 
the  need  for  program  changes,  addressing  important  issues  raised  by  the  public  and  other 
agencies,  and  rigorously  exploring  and  objectively  evaluating  reasonable  alternatives. 

Submi  tted  by 


-0J^  faM^f?) 


Southern  Oregon  Citizens  Against  Toxic  Sprays 
cc:  S0NCAP  and  Headwaters 
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F.F.  "Monte"  Montgomery 
President 
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ASSOCIATED  OREGON  LOGGERS,  INC. 

pift^      AUTUMN  HOUSE 

1077  GATEWAY  LOOP  •  P.O.BOX  846 
SPRINGFIELD,  OREGON  97477 
(503)  746-4311 


December   26,    19 


Mr.  Hike  Walker,  Team  Leader 
blm,  Medford  District  Office 
3040  Biddle  Road 
Medford,  Oregon  97504 

Dear  Mi*.  Walker: 

Thank  you  for  sending  the  Josephine/Jackson-Klamath  Timber 
Management  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  so 
promptly. 

As  you  know  the  AOL  is  a  statewide  organization  representing 
many  contract  loggers  who  earn  their  livelihood  within  your 
district.   Specifically,  we  have  two  chapters  that  are  affected 
by  your  timber  management  decisions,  Southern  Oregon  and  Klamath 
Falls.   Thus  we  believe  it  is  important  to  comment  On  the  pro- 
posed changes  to  the  Timber  Management  Plan. 

Recognizing  these  following  comments  which  discuss  the  proposed 
action  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  final  SEIS,  we  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  decision  process. 

We  readily  support  the  proposed  changes  for  the  following  reasons. 

1)  You  have  recognized  the  importance  to  continue  to  eval- 
uate your  timber  management  plans  in  light  of  better 
"on-the-ground"  experience  and  research  efforts.  It  is 
apparent  from  the  proposed  changes,  serious  consideration 
was  made  toward  the  economics  of  logging  such  as  better 
unit  lay-outs,  consolidation  of  acres  logged  and  single 
entry  of  a  timber  stand  Cclearcuts). 

2)  This  promotes  lower  logging  costs  to  you  and  the  contract 
logger,  yet  it  also  creates  a  higher  margin  of  return  to 
the  logger. 


3)   By  consolidating  and  reducing  the  number  of  acres  logged, 
yet  keeping  the  harvest  volume  the  same  and  reducing 
new  road  building  you  may  have  struck  that  magic  note  of 
balance.   On  one  hand,  the  loggers  have  access  to  the 
-same  amount  of  timber  on  less  acreage  with  less  road 
building  investment.   On  the  ather  hand,  one  time  timber 
stand  entries  and  fewer  roads  built  greatly  reduces  soil 
erosion,  stream  sedimentation  and  such  which  actually 
enhances  the  environment . 

The  clearcut  issue  is  always  a  major  battle,  but  by  promoting  its 
positive  points,  improving  research  data  and  maintaining  improved 
shelterwood  harvesting  contract  loggers  can  work  and  live  with  that 
kind  of  balance. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment:. 


'.tyZjLs 


Gregory  A.  Miller 
Forest  Planner 
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OREGON     INTERGOVERNMENTAL    PROJECT    REVIEW 

State    Clearinghouse 

Intergovernmental    Relations    Division 

155    Cottage    Street    N.     E. 

Salem,     Oregon    97310 


SO 


Phone     (503)378-3732    or    Toll    Free     In    Oregon     1-800-422-3600 
STATE    CLEARINGHOUSE    REVIEW    ADDENDUM 


APPLI CANT: 


Medford   1 


of   Land   Maria. 


PROJECT    TITLE: 

PROJECT    NUMBER: 

DATE:  12|27|84 


Josephine | Jackson-Klamath   Timber   Management 


08841031-041-4 


The    State    Clearinghouse    has    received    additional     comments    from 

Pc-partmanl:    of    Environmental    Quality 

subsequent  to  our  conclusion  letter  of December  I  j  ,  1984 

Please  see  copy(ies)  attached  For  your  attention. 


Additional  Clearinghouse  comment?: 


*  >  Please  consider  this  letter  and 
previous  letter. 
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The  Clearinghouse  Is  forwarding  a  copy  of  this  letter  and 
enclosure  to  the  federal  funding  agency. 


Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

522  S.W.  5th  AVENUE.  BOX  1760,  PORTLAND.  OREGON  97207 

December   11,    1984 


State  Clearinghouse 
Intergovernmental  Relations  Division 
155  Cottage  Street,    S.    E. 
Salem,   OR       97310 

Re:  P: 


Project  OR841031-041-4 
Josephine/ Jackson  -  Klamath 
Timber  Management  Supplemental  EIS 


The  Air  Quality  Division  of  the  Department,  in  reviewing  the  potential  air 
quality  impacts  of  the  above  project,  has  become  concerned  that  the  antici- 
pated increases  in  slash  burning  emissions  could  adversely  impact  air  quality 
within  the  Rogue  River  Valley  and/or  nearby  Federal  Class  I  areas  such  as 
Crater  Lake  National  Park.   Since  the  extent  of  the  air  quality  analysis  is 
insufficient  to  determine  the  likely  impact  of  increased  burning  activities, 
the  Department  is  concerned  with  any  emission  increases  which  could  adversely 
impact  the  Medford-Ashland  nonattainment  area  and/or  air  quality  in  Crater 
Lake  National  Park, 

Part  C  of  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act,  in  describing  Significant  Deterioration 
of  air  quality  in  Class  I  areas,  requires  the  Department  to  insure  that  pol- 
lutant increments  in  Class  I  areas  do  not  exceed  specific  limits  adopted  by 
Congress  irrespective  of  the  originating  source.  To  insure  that  these  incre- 
ments are  .not  exceeded  during  the  planned  increase  in  slash  burning  emissions, 
BLM  would  be  required  to  submit  a  detailed  technical  analysis  of  the  impact 
of  each  planned  burn  on  nearby  Class  I  lands.  Such  an  analysis  would  not  be 
required  during  a  period  of  declining  burning  activity. 

The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  must  quantitatively  address -che  im- 
pact of  any  increase  in  slash  burning  emissions  on  the  Medford-Ashland  Air 
Quality  Maintenance  Areas,  on  PSI  Class  I  increments,  and  must  have  specific 
mitigating  measures  identified  to  insure  that  State  and  Federal  air  quality 
requirements  will  not  be  exceeded. 


Sincerely, 


If  you  nave  questions  please  contact  the  State  Clearinghouse  at  the 
acove  address  and  telephone  number. 
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Thomas  R.  Bispham 

Administrator 

Air  Quality  Division 


E.   Responses  to  Comment  Letters  on  DSEIS 

1 .    Common  Issue  Responses 

Common  Issue  1  (3-1,  5-1,  7-1,  19-46,  33-14,  37-2,  38-8,  41-1,  48-1,  49-2,  58-16, 
78-17):   A  number  of  commenters  felt  that  the  increase  in  clearcutting  would 
increase  erosion  and  sedimentation. 

Response:   Under  a  clearcut,  more  surface  area  would  initially  be  disturbed  per 
acre  harvested  than  during  the  initial  entry  of  a  shelterwood  cut.   A  two- stage 
shelterwood,  by  District  definition,  requires  a  second  entry  which  occurs  within 
five  years  after  the  initial  entry.   The  second  entry  redisturbs  soil  that  had 
become  stabilized  with  vegetation,  thus  allowing  erosion  to  occur  over  a  longer 
period  of  time.   In  any  one  year,  more  acres  would  be  entered  and  more  roads 
built  to  harvest  the  same  timber  volume  under  a  shelterwood  harvest  than  a 
clearcut.   The  amount  of  soil  disturbance  and  subsequent  erosion  is  predominantly 
a  function  of  the  yarding  system  employed.   Tractor  logging,  for  instance,  causes 
more  soil  disturbance  than  hi- lead  or  skyline  logging  systems.   A  shift  to 
increased  clearcut  harvest  would  not  significantly  effect  the  selection  of  the 
logging  system.   Areas  considered  fragile  from  the  standpoint  of  potential 
erosion  are  identified  during  the  land  inventory  process.   Protection  measures 
such  as  the  use  of  specialized  logging  systems  or  the  exclusion  of  road 
construction  are  employed  on  fragile  areas  to  minimize  excessive  erosion.   Also 
see  Section  II. B.  (Soils). 

Common  Issue  2  (38-8,  43-4,  58-21,  76-8,  78-14):   Individuals  questioned  whether 
non- timber  values  associated  with  each  timber  sale  are  adequately  known  and 
considered,  whether  stream  protection  measures  would  be  effective,  and  whether 
the  District  has  adequate  experience  to  predict  the  impacts  of  the  change  in 
harvest  practices  on  aquatic  habitat. 

Response:   Information  on  the  location  and  status  of  streams,  soil  types,  areas 
of  potential  slope  instability,  and  other  environmental  factors  is  identified  by 
an  interdisciplinary  team  of  resource  specialists  for  each  proposed  harvest 
unit.   These  specialists  discuss  conflicts  to  reach  an  agreement  regarding  a 
proposed  harvest  plan  that  accomplishes  silvicultural  goals  and  management 
objectives  for  other  resources.   During  this  process,  project  design  features  and 
possible  mitigating  measures  are  identified  to  reduce  impacts  to  affected 
resources . 

The  effectiveness  of  mitigating  measures  is  monitored  routinely.  If  the  measures 

are  ineffective  in  a  particular  instance,  it  is  determined  why,  and  improvements 

are  implemented  for  subsequent  sales.   This  type  of  constant  review  allows  a  fine 

tuning  of  techniques  to  minimize  logging- related  impacts  to  streams  and  riparian 
areas  and,  with  some  confidence,  to  predict  the  impacts. 

The  protection  that  would  be  required  for  streams  and  riparian  areas  under  the 
change  in  harvest  practices  is  identical  to  that  under  the  FEISs  and  their  RODs. 
Specific  stream  protection  goals  and  ways  to  reach  those  objectives  are  listed  in 
the  maintenance  supplement  to  the  MFPs  timber  decision  Tl.l  and  in  the  MFP 
watershed  sections  for  both  SYUs  which  are  available  for  public  review  at  the 
Medford  District  Office. 
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Common  Issue  3  (8-1,  21-2,  25-2,  26-2,  30-1,  32-1,  39-1,  44-1,  45-1,  46-2,  47-1, 
55-1,  61-1,  66-1,  67-1,  69-1,  70-1,  76-8,  79-1):  Many  commenters  were  supportive 
of  the  proposed  change  in  harvest  practice  ratio,  stating  that  clearcutting 
reduces  BLM's  cost  of  sale  preparation,  the  logging  costs,  road  building,  and 
costs  of  other  treatments  because  it  necessitates  one  entry  rather  than  two  or 
more  entries  for  shelterwood  harvest.   They  felt  this  SEIS  should  address  these 
economic  advantages,  including  the  apparent  increase  in  receipts  to  the  U.  S. 
Treasury  and  O&C  counties. 

Response:   While  BLM  expects  reduced  costs  of  the  kinds  identified,  the 
conversion  of  these  cost  reductions  into  increased  receipts  to  the  U.  S.  Treasury 
and  O&C  counties  is  less  predictable.   Many  other  factors,  such  as  market 
conditions,  have  a  far  greater  and  overriding  influence  on  timber  sale  bid  prices 
(revenues) .   The  changes  in  the  harvest  practice  ratios  described  in  the  SEIS  are 
being  considered  for  environmental  and  silvicultural  reasons,  not  economic 
reasons.   Also,  the  FEISs  contain  an  analysis  of  the  socioeconomic  impacts  of  the 
level  of  timber  harvest  being  considered  in  the  various  alternatives.   Since  the 
proposed  action  does  not  alter  the  level  of  timber  harvest  decided  upon  in  the 
FEISs,  it  would  not  substantially  affect  the  previous  analysis  of  socioeconomic 
impacts.   Therefore,  an  economic  analysis  was  not  prepared  for  this  SEIS. 

Common  Issue  4  (3-2,  6-2,  16-1,  19-13,  19-22,  19-34,  19-35,  19-53,  26-2,  28-1, 
49-2,  76-8,  78-12):   Some  commenters  were  not  supportive  of  the  proposed  change 
in  harvest  practice  ratios.   They  felt  that  BLM  should  perform  an  economic 
analysis  which  would  compare  costs  of  clearcutting  versus  shelterwood  harvest 
practices.   Proposed  issues  to  be  considered  were  perceived  differences  in 
reforestation  costs  by  harvest  practice,  the  effects  of  a  decreasing  market, 
declining  county  revenues,  and  an  evaluation  of  surplus  timber  on  the  market. 
Also,  they  mentioned  the  separate  but  related  feeling  that  the  proposed  change  in 
harvest  practice  ratio,  which  increases  clearcutting,  was  due  to  a  desire  to 
reduce  the  cost  of  logging  so  government  and  industry  would  receive  increased 
revenues. 

Response:   Current  reforestation  costs  of  shelterwood  and  clearcutting  are 
similar  because  site  preparation  costs  and  planting  costs  are  essentially  the 
same.   However,  shelterwood  yarding  costs  are  greater  than  clearcut  yarding 
costs,  so  there  could  be  a  positive  economic  impact.   The  effects  of  a  decreasing 
timber  market,  declining  county  revenues,  and  a  perceived  surplus  of  timber  on 
the  market  appear  to  be  characteristic  of  the  low  part  of  the  timber  market  price 
cycle  and  do  not  appear  to  be  related  to  a  change  in  harvest  practice  ratio.   In 
any  case,  conversion  of  costs  (decrease  or  increase)  into  decreased  or  increased 
receipts  to  O&C  counties  is  less  predictable.   Many  other  factors,  such  as  market 
conditions,  have  a  far  greater  and  overriding  influence  on  sale  bid  prices. 
Better  silvicultural  and  environmental  management  is  the  reason  for  the  change  in 
harvest  ratio  as  described  in  the  proposed  action,  not  economic  reasons.   Also, 
the  FEISs  contain  BLM's  analysis  of  the  socioeconomic  impacts  of  the  level  of 
timber  harvest  being  considered  in  the  various  alternatives.   Since  the  proposed 
action  does  not  alter  the  level  of  timber  harvest  decided  upon  in  the  FEISs,  it 
would  not  substantially  affect  the  previous  analysis  of  socioeconomic  impacts. 
Therefore,  an  economic  analysis  was  not  done  for  this  SEIS. 
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Common  Issue  5  (14-3,  17-5,  43-4):   Some  commenters  expressed  concern  that  the 
impacts  of  clearcutting  on  aquatic  life  would  be  greater  under  the  proposed 
action  in  the  SEIS  and  that  the  BLM  needs  to  provide  better  protection  for 
streams. 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  F.  (Fish)  for  a  discussion  of  how  the  change 
in  harvest  practices  would  affect  aquatic  life. 

Common  Issue  6  (29-2,  43-3):   Are  there  any  alternatives  to  burning  for  the 
disposal  of  slash? 

Response:   Table  Four  (Appendix  B)  shows  22,036  acres  not  burned  of  39,500  acres 
harvested.   Alternatives  to  burning  are  considered  in  every  pre-sale  proposal. 
Various  combinations  of  fuel  management  (e.g.,  gross  yarding,  lopping,  and 
scattering  of  slash;  reserving  the  hardwoods;  and  yarding  timber  with  limbs 
attached)  are  employed  to  reduce  the  need  for  burning.   The  alternative  of 
chipping  for  mulch  is  limited  on  the  District  by  two  factors:   (1)  the  small  size 
of  the  material  being  created,  and  (2)  the  steepness  of  many  slopes  on  the 
District.   Tractors  can  be  used  to  modify  the  slash  loading  on  slopes  less  than 
35  percent.   However,  ground- based  machines  used  for  slash  control  are  limited 
because  they  cause  soil  compaction. 

Common  Issue  7  (13-1,  16-2,  19-11,  19-16,  26-1,  28-2,  34-1,  37-1,  37-2,  38-8, 
48-1,  50-1):  A  number  of  commenters  expressed  concern  about  clearcutting  and 
protection  of  scenic  quality  in  the  Williams  viewshed. 

Response:   Visual  and  recreational  resource  values  identified  in  BLM  planning 
documents  would  continue  to  be  protected  and  managed  in  accordance  with  the 
Josephine  MFP. 

The  Williams  Valley  viewshed  is  currently  inventoried  as  having  class  C  scenery 
quality.   Public  sensitivity,  based  on  traffic  volume  data,  was  rated  as  medium 
for  resource  development  actions.   The  viewshed  was  classified  for  VRM  class  4 
management.   This  classification  allows  resource  development  actions  to  be 
evident  to  the  casual  observer  and  may  be  dominant  features  within  the  viewed 
landscape. 

Common  Issue  8  (19-26,  58-12):   Two  commenters  thought  that  areas  should  be 
completely  withdrawn  from  the  timber  base  for  riparian  zones  and  elk  thermal 
cover. 

Response:   Riparian  zones  that  border  all  fish-bearing  streams  on  high  intensity 
management  lands  have  been  withdrawn  from  the  timber  base  for  the  current 
ten- year  period.   In  addition,  there  would  be  no  timber  harvest  along  fishery 
streams  on  approximately  50  percent  of  the  District  that  is  classified 
non-forest,  low  or  limited  intensity  land,  or  non-commercial  forest  lands. 
Although  timber  harvest  is  permitted  in  riparian  zones  on  non- fishery  streams 
throughout  the  District,  measures  are  taken  routinely  to  minimize  impacts  to 
these  unique  areas.   See  also  response  to  common  issue  2  (Stream  Protection). 
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Twenty-five  to  forty  percent  of  the  crucial  elk  winter  range  is  maintained  in  a 
closed  canopy  condition  with  cover  at  least  50  feet  high  (see  Josephine  MFP 
decision  WL-5.5).   This  habitat  includes  some  old  growth.   Some  areas  with  old 
growth  are  withdrawn  from  the  timber  base  due  to  TPCC  classification  (i.e.,  low 
intensity  and  limited  lands). 

Common  Issue  9  (3-3,  6-1,  14-1,  16-4,  19-9,  19-23,  19-54,  33-3,  38-4,  42-1,  43-1, 
53-6,  53-7,  54-6,  56-4,  58-7,  58-8,  58-10,  63-3,  70-3,  71-3,  75-1,  76-8,  76-9, 
78-4,  78-5,  78-9,  78-10,  78-19):   Concerns  were  raised  regarding  the  District's 
reforestation  activities.   Issues  included  the  number  of  acres  planted, 
monitoring  of  stocking  success,  adequate  stocking,  and  vegetation  control. 

Response:   As  shown  in  Table  Eighteen  (Appendix  B) ,  the  District  anticipates 
offering  about  11,000  acres  of  timber  for  sale  per  year.   Each  year,  about  6,300 
acres  are  estimated  for  clearcut  and  4,700  acres  for  shelterwood.   Depending  on 
the  contractors'  scheduling  and  the  length  of  timber  sale  contracts,  the  actual 
number  of  acres  cut  per  year  may  vary.   The  District's  intent  is  to  plant 
harvested  areas  within  one  year  of  harvesting.   Successful  reforestation  of  all 
harvested  lands  is  anticipated  within  five  years  of  harvest. 

After  a  unit  is  planted,  its  progress  is  tracked  by  several  (first,  third,  and 
fifth  year)  regeneration  stocking  surveys.   These  surveys  use  evenly- distributed, 
systematically- located  plots  to  evaluate  reforestation  success  and  to  formulate 
recommendations  for  further  treatments.   Although  actual  number  of  trees  per  acre 
(TPA)  is  important,  the  survey  is  mostly  intended  to  determine  the  number  of 
well-spaced  TPA  and  to  relate  this  to  a  fully  stocked  stand.   The  ratio  of 
well- spaced  TPA  to  the  optimum  well- spaced  TPA  (one  tree  in  each  plot)  gives  the 
percentage  of  the  unit  stocking.   A  stocking  of  60  percent  or  better  is 
considered  adequate  (see  BLM  Manual  5705,  0S0  supplement). 

Two  levels  of  stocking  may  be  considered,  target  or  minimum.   The  number  of 
acceptable  trees  per  acre  for  either  level  depends  on  the  site  class 
(productivity  potential)  of  the  unit.   For  a  summary  of  the  District's  stocking 
standards,  see  Table  Sixteen,  Appendix  B. 

With  the  exception  of  units  classified  as  site  class  V  (see  Glossary,  Appendix 
C) ,  units  at  target  stocking  are  expected  to  be  precommercially  thinned  and  would 
be  scheduled  for  commercial  thinning  at  a  later  date.   Units  at  minimal  stocking 
are  expected  to  forgo  commercial  thinning. 

To  ensure  adaption,  seedlings  are  selected  from  seed  collected  from  the  same 
elevation  as  where  the  timber  harvest  occurs.   Seedlings  are  obtained  through 
contracts  to  both  public  and  private  nurseries,  with  seedling  orders  made 
annually  in  anticipation  of  the  District's  reforestation  needs  for  three  or  more 
years  in  advance.   If  seedling  shortages  occur  for  a  given  year,  surplus 
seedlings  are  usually  available  from  private  or  public  sources.   To  date,  the 
District  has  had  ample  seedlings  available  to  reforest  its  harvested  lands. 

The  need  for  vegetation  control  activities  is  determined  on  a  site  by- site 
basis.   For  most  sites,  if  seedlings  are  planted  immediately  after  site 
preparation  (e.g.,  burning),  stocking  standards  can  be  achieved  without  repeated 
vegetation  control.   Tree  growth,  however,  is  reduced  without  follow-up  control 
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of  competing  vegetation  in  new  plantations.   In  instances  where  only  minimal 
stocking  is  achieved,  the  acreage  is  re-entered  into  the  operational  inventory 
records  as  acreage  where  BLM  would  forgo  precommercial  and  commercial  thinning. 
If  no  vegetation  control  activities  are  possible,  the  reduced  growth  is  reflected 
in  growth  data  collected  from  permanent  inventory  plots  each  decade  to  determine 
the  decadal  allowable  cut.   Where  allowable  cut  credit  would  have  caused 
increases  due  to  improved  growth  and  vegetation  control  which  later  is  not 
achieved,  the  annual  allowable  cut  is  adjusted  proportionately  (see  response  to 
Common  Issue  12,  "Church  Guidelines"). 

Common  Issue  10  (17-5,  33-7):   Will  there  be  changes  in  vegetation  structure  or 
composition  resulting  from  the  change  in  harvest  ratio  of  clearcut  and 
shelterwood? 

Response:   The  increase  in  clearcutting  is  primarily  in  the  three  stage 
shelterwood  areas  created  between  the  1950s  to  the  1970s.   During  that  time,  the 
District  used  the  three  stage  shelterwood  system,  relying  largely  on  natural 
regeneration  for  reforestation.   Subsequent  to  the  entries  made  at  that  time, 
significant  understories  of  brush  and  other  competing  herbaceous  species 
developed.   Whether  or  not  a  regeneration  (shelterwood)  cut  or  a  clearcut  is 
employed  on  these  sites,  the  harvest  would  be  followed  by  site  preparation  (e.g., 
burning)  and  artificial  regeneration.   Thus,  the  change  in  ratio  of  harvest 
practices  would  not  change  the  understory  vegetative  structure  or  composition 
from  that  expected  for  the  proposed  actions  in  the  FElSs. 

Common  Issue  11  (19-18,  19-39,  19-44,  19-48,  19-59,  38-4,  58-5):   Issues  were 
raised  regarding  the  trial  harvest  program  of  timber  from  withdrawn  lands. 

Response:   When  the  FEISs  were  completed,  the  District  withdrew  about  227,000 
acres  of  commercial  forest  land  from  the  high  intensity  forestry  land  base,  which 
is  used  to  calculate  the  allowable  harvest  level.   This  withdrawn  land  is 
comprised  of  two  categories:   low  intensity  lands  (103,515  acres),  and  limited 
management  lands  (123,731  acres).   While  the  majority  (88  percent)  of  the 
withdrawn  lands  had  never  been  harvested,  in  19  78  when  the  withdrawal  was  made, 
the  reforestation  success  of  the  lands  that  had  been  harvested  was  unclear. 
Concurrent  with  the  decision  to  withdraw  these  lands,  the  District  initiated  a 
trial  harvest  program  to  evaluate  the  land's  reforestation  potential  (see  Section 
1.2.2  of  JFEIS  and  Section  1.2.1.2  of  J-KFEIS) .   Recognizing  the  significance  of 
the  withdrawal  of  these  lands  and  the  complexity  of  potential  reforestation 
problems  in  southwest  Oregon,  several  groups  joined  forces  to  launch  a  ten- year, 
multi-million  dollar  research  program.   These  groups  include  the  BLM,  USFS,  local 
county  governments,  forest  products  industry,  Oregon  State  Department  of 
Forestry,  and  Oregon  State  University.   The  BLM's  mandate  and  funding  for  this 
research  program  is  found  in  Public  Law  98-146.   The  Forestry  Intensified 
Research  (FIR)  program  is  a  cooperative  research  and  technology  transfer  program 
directed  at  solving  reforestation  problems  that,  have  been  recognized  in 
southwestern  Oregon.   The  program  consists  of  a  "fundamental"  or  basic  research 
phase  and  an  "adaptive"  or  technology  transfer  phase,  designed  to  develop  and 
deliver  information.   About  60  scientists  from  Oregon  State  University  and  the 
Pacific  Northwest  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station  have  been  involved  in  the 
research  program. 
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While  the  Low  intensity  management  lands  are  the  base  for  the  trial  harvest 
program,  harvest  of  timber  from  limited  management  lands  for  research  is  covered 
under  decision  T--3.1  of  the  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  MFPs .   Relative  to  the 
trial  harvest  program,  the  FEISs  anticipated  that  about  140  MM  bd.  ft.  would  be 
harvested  from  about  9,900  acres  of  low  intensity  land  during  the  decade  (Table 
Seventeen,  Appendix  B) .   The  District  has  sold  50.1  MMBF  from  3,137  acres  of  LIM 
lands  to  date.   Based  on  current  research  plans,  further  scheduled  sales  of 
timber  from  these  lands  are  not  anticipated  during  the  remainder  of  the  decade, 
except  for  the  possibility  of  small  areas  (less  than  10  acres)  that  would  be 
included  as  a  part  of  the  logical  layout  of  high  intensity  harvest  units.   The 
reduction  in  harvested  acres  to  sustain  the  FIR  studies  is  due  to  the  systematic 
approach  taken  by  researchers  in  studying  representative  problem  types  of 
withdrawn  lands.   Seedling  survival  under  both  clearcut  and  shelterwood  harvest 
systems  is  being  studied.   Harvested  units  are  included  in  ongoing  studies 
undertaken  by  Helgerson  (1981)  and  Owston  (1981). 

Common  Issue  12  (3-3,  12-2,  16-2,  16-4,  19-9  through  17,  19-19,  19-21,  19-22, 
19-23,  19-39,  19-53,  19-61,  26-2,  28-4,  33-3,  38-1,  43-1,  49-3,  53-3,  53-4,  53-7, 
54-2,  54-6,  56-1,  58-1,  58-3,  58-4,  58-7,  58-11,  58-12,  60-1,  60-8,  60-10,  63-3, 
70-3,  71-1,  71-3,  75-1,  76-7,  76-8,  76-9,  78-4,  78-5,  78-9,  78-14,  78-19):   Is 
the  change  in  harvest  practices  consistent  with  the  Church  Guidelines? 

Response:   The  change  in  harvest  practices  is  consistent  with  the  Church 
guidelines.   The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  District's  activities  relative  to 
the  Church  guidelines.   The  Church  Guidelines  are  in  quotations,  followed  by  the 
BLM  response  (see  Tables  Eighteen,  Nineteen,  and  Twenty  in  Appendix  B) . 

Church  Guideline  a:   "Allowable  harvest  on  Federal  forest  lands  should  be 
reviewed  and  adjusted  periodically  to  assure  that  the  lands  on  which  they  are 
based  are  available  and  suitable  for  timber  production  under  these  guidelines." 

Response:   Each  decade  all  commercial  forest  lands  in  the  intensive  forest 
management  base  are  reinventoried .   The  sustained  yield  annual  allowable  harvest 
is  largely  dependent  upon  stocking  and  measured  timber  growth  rates.   At  the  end 
of  each  decade,  the  allowable  cut  is  determined/adjusted  for  the  following 
decade.   The  reinventory  process  to  determine  the  allowable  cut  for  the  1990s  is 
in  progress  and  scheduled  for  completion  in  September  of  1988. 

Church  Guideline  b:   "Increases  in  allowable  harvests  based  on  intensified 
management  practice  such  as  reforestation,  thinning,  tree  improvement,  and  the 
like  should  be  made  only  upon  demonstration  that  such  practices  justify  increased 
allowable  harvests  and  there  is  assurance  that  such  practices  are  satisfactorily 
funded  for  continuation  to  completion.   If  planned  intensive  measures  are 
inadequately  funded  and  thus  cannot  be  accomplished  on  schedule,  allowable 
harvests  should  be  reduced  accordingly." 

Response:   Since  the  beginning  of  this  decade,  the  District's  allowable  cut  has 
fluctuated  in  response  to  available  funding  for  intensive  forestry  practices. 
During  years  when  there  was  no  precommercial  thinning  or  fertilization 
accomplished  and  when  herbicides  were  not  available,  reductions  in  the  allowable 
cut  were  made.   For  example,  the  District's  full  decadal  allowable  cut  is  2.13 
billion  bd .  ft.  or  213  million  board  feet  per  year.   However,  the  available 
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intimate  knowledge  of  conditions  on  the  ground."  The  District  has  adjusted  the 
amount  of  acres  to  be  clearcut,  because  reforestation  is  more  assured  under 
clearcut  than  shelterwood  on  most  sites.   The  District's  SEIS  proposed  action  has 
a  balance  of  clearcut  and  shelterwood  harvest  acres  for  the  decade. 

Church  Guidelines  g:   Clearcutting  should  be  used  only  where  "it  is  determined  to 
be  silviculturally  essential  to  accomplish  the  relevant  forest  management 
objectives ." 

Response:   When  compared  to  the  rest  of  the  Pacific  Northwest,  the  southwest 
Oregon  environment  is  one  of  extremes.   Summers  are  hot  and  dry,  and  many  soils 
are  rocky,  thus  further  limiting  moisture  availability  during  the  growing 
season.   This  type  of  environment  together  with  the  competing  hardwood  and  brush 
species,  require  high  initial  stocking  to  ensure  that  mortality  does  not  reduce 
unit  stocking  below  District  standards.   Silvicultural  prescriptions  are  made  on 
a  unit-by~unit  basis.   Each  prescription  is  site  specific.   Situations  where 
clearcutting  is  appropriate  have  been  listed  in  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l. 
(Clearcutting/Shelterwood)  of  this  SEIS.   Also  important  is  the  ecology  of 
Douglas-fir,  the  District's  dominant  species.   Douglas-  fir  is  a  mid-tolerant 
species  that  does  not  perform  best  under  shady  or  low  light  intensity 
environments.   Most  of  the  Douglas  fir  stands  in  southwest  Oregon  were 
established  subsequent  to  major  fires.   While  more  than  one  age  class  may  exist, 
most  forested  stands  have  an  even- age  forest  formation.   The  clearcut  harvest 
method  most  approximates  the  historical  way  these  stands  were  established,  yields 
more  moisture  to  seedlings,  and  helps  ensure  higher  initial  survival  on  most 
sites  compared  to  shelterwood. 

Church  Guidelines  h:   Clearcutting  should  be  used  where  "the  size  of  the  clearcut 
blocks,  patches  or  strips  are  kept  at  the  minimum  necessary  to  accomplish 
silvicultural  and  other  multiple-use  forest  management  objectives." 

Response:   The  main  purpose  of  leaving  overstory  trees  (except  where  VRM 
objectives  override  other  silvicultural  objectives),  is  to  modify  the  ground 
level  climate  for  the  planted  seedlings.   The  number  of  trees  reserved  per  acre 
is  mainly  important  silviculturally  for  the  survival  and  growth  of  the  new 
seedlings. 

District  records  indicate  that  the  average  size  of  BLM  clearcuts  is  20  acres  per 
unit.   Although  it  is  not  an  absolute  limit,  the  District  attempts  to  limit  the 
size  of  clearcuts  to  less  than  40  acres  unless  silvicultural,  other  resource,  or 
operational  (geography)  needs  dictate  otherwise.   It  is  true  that  some  clearcuts 
are  placed  adjacent  to  younger  aged  plantations  that  have  experienced  overstory 
removal  or  vice  versa,  thus  changing  the  "old  growth"  visual  texture.   However, 
these  young  plantations  are  forested  (be  it  with  smaller  trees)  and  are  within 
the  scope  of  a  regulated  stand  and  fit  into  an  intensive  forest  management 
framework  for  sustained  yield  purposes. 

The  shelterwood  units  (de  facto  clearcuts)  currently  planned  for  clearcut  harvest 
were  under  a  three  stage  shelterwood  system  between  the  1950s  and  1970s.   The  de 
facto  clearcuts  have  not  occurred  in  units  managed  under  the  two-stage 
shelterwood  system  as  described  in  the  FElSs. 
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Destruction  of  advanced  regeneration  in  the  de  facto  clearcuts  would  not 
significantly  affect  the  allowable  cut.   For  this  decade,  it  was  estimated  that 
the  District  would  accomplish  20,700  acres  of  successful  overstory  removal  from 
multi-storied  stands  releasing  advanced  reproduction.   Thus  far,  9,900  acres  (48 
percent)  of  the  successful  overstory  removal  has  been  accomplished. 
Additionally,  much  of  the  advanced  regeneration  that  would  be  destroyed  in  de 
facto  clearcuts  is  of  very  poor  vigor.   "Overly  dense  stocking  of  advanced 
regeneration,  dense  residual  overstory,  suppression  from  overtopping  brush  and 
hardwoods,  and  heavy  vegetative  competition  were  some  of  the  factors  commonly 
associated  with  low  growth  or  vigor  of  regeneration."  (Stein  1984) 

Church  Guideline  e:   Clearcutting  should  not  be  used  where  "esthetic  values 
outweigh  other  considerations." 

Response:   Areas  where  esthetic  values  outweigh  other  considerations  have  been 
identified  through  the  BLM  planning  system  in  the  FEISs.   These  lands  have  been 
identified  as  VRM  class  1  lands  (e.g. ,  Rogue  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River,  Wild 
Rogue  Wilderness,  Soda  Mountain  WSA  [Interim],  Mountain  Lakes. WSA  [Interim]). 
Research  natural  areas  (RNAs)  are  also  included.   These  lands  have  been  withdrawn 
from  the  allowable  cut  base,  and  they  are  not  subject  to  any  timber  harvest. 

In  addition,  VRM  class  2  lands  have  been  identified.   These  lands  are  being 
managed  such  that  timber  harvest  is  not  evident  to  the  casual  observer.   While 
clearcutting  is  allowable  on  these  lands,  the  objective  is  that  clearcuts  are  not 
to  be  evident  by  retention  of  the  natural  appearance  of  the  viewed  landscape. 

Church  Guidelines  f:   Clearcutting  should  not  be  used  where  "the  method 
(clearcutting)  is  preferred  only  because  it  will  give  the  greatest  dollar  return 
or  the  greatest  unit  output." 

Response:   While  it  is  the  intention  and  responsibility  of  the  BLM  to  administer 
public  lands  in  a  cost-effective  way,  the  adjustment  between  the  number  of  acres 
to  be  clearcut  and  shelterwood  is  not  based  on  economics,  but  rather  on 
environmental  and  silvicultural  reasons.   Except  on  sites  where  artificial  shade 
alone  is  inadequate,  post- harvest  regeneration  success  is  better  under  clearcut 
conditions  than  under  shelterwood.   Stocking  is  generally  more  uniform  in 
clearcuts  compared  to  shelterwoods;  more  moisture  is  available  on  the  majority  of 
sites  under  clearcut  situations;  site  preparation  associated  with  successful 
reforestation  is  more  assured  under  clearcut;  operational  control  of  competing 
vegetation  under  clearcut  is  more  effective;  and  overstory  removal  can  reduce 
stocking,  significantly  undermining  the  very  reason  for  using  shelterwood 
harvest.   It  is  important  to  note  that  the  Stein  report  was  not  available  in  1978 
when  the  FEISs  were  being  prepared.   Consequently,  the  BLM  chose  to  limit  the  use 
of  the  clearcut  harvest  method  due  to  the  uncertainty  of  the  reforestation 
success  on  the  District  at  that  time.   However,  Stein  concludes,  "There  are 
enough  clearcut  and  partial  cut  examples  locally  in  place  now  so  that  a  keen 
observer  can  get  much  of  his  direction  from  the  forest  itself.   Bluntly  stated, 
it  is  silviculturally  unsound  to  try  to  apply  only  the  shelterwood  system  or  the 
clearcut  system  when  dealing  with  a  forest  complex  on  the  District  that  varies 
immensely  in  species  composition,  age  classes,  density,  topography,  soils, 
climate,  vegetative  composition,  and  many  other  factors.   Judicious  use  must  be 
made  of  both  systems  by  foresters  who  have  a  good  technical  background  and  an 
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intimate  knowledge  of  conditions  on  the  ground."   The  District  has  adjusted  the 
amount  of  acres  to  be  clearcut,  because  reforestation  is  more  assured  under 
clearcut  than  shelterwood  on  most  sites.   The  District's  SEIS  proposed  action  has 
a  balance  of  clearcut  and  shelterwood  harvest  acres  for  the  decade. 

Church  Guidelines  g:   Clearcutting  should  be  used  only  where  "it  is  determined  to 
be  silviculturally  essential  to  accomplish  the  relevant  forest  management 
objectives ." 

Response:   When  compared  to  the  rest  of  the  Pacific  Northwest,  the  southwest 
Oregon  environment  is  one  of  extremes.   Summers  are  hot  and  dry,  and  many  soils 
are  rocky,  thus  further  limiting  moisture  availability  during  the  growing 
season.   This  type  of  environment  together  with  the  competing  hardwood  and  brush 
species,  require  high  initial  stocking  to  ensure  that  mortality  does  not  reduce 
unit  stocking  below  District  standards.   Silvicultural  prescriptions  are  made  on 
a  unit- by-unit  basis.   Each  prescription  is  site  specific.   Situations  where 
clearcutting  is  appropriate  have  been  listed  in  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l. 
(Clearcutting/Shelterwood)  of  this  SEIS.   Also  important  is  the  ecology  of 
Douglas  fir,  the  District's  dominant  species.   Douglas-  fir  is  a  mid-tolerant 
species  that  does  not  perform  best  under  shady  or  low  light  intensity 
environments.   Most  of  the  Douglas  fir  stands  in  southwest  Oregon  were 
established  subsequent  to  major  fires.   While  more  than  one  age  class  may  exist, 
most  forested  stands  have  an  even- age  forest  formation.   The  clearcut  harvest 
method  most  approximates  the  historical  way  these  stands  were  established,  yields 
more  moisture  to  seedlings,  and  helps  ensure  higher  initial  survival  on  most 
sites  compared  to  shelterwood. 

Church  Guidelines  h:   Clearcutting  should  be  used  where  "the  size  of  the  clearcut 
blocks,  patches  or  strips  are  kept  at  the  minimum  necessary  to  accomplish 
silvicultural  and  other  multiple- use  forest  management  objectives." 

Response:   The  main  purpose  of  leaving  overstory  trees  (except  where  VRM 
objectives  override  other  silvicultural  objectives),  is  to  modify  the  ground 
level  climate  for  the  planted  seedlings.   The  number  of  trees  reserved  per  acre 
is  mainly  important  silviculturally  for  the  survival  and  growth  of  the  new 
seedlings . 

District  records  indicate  that  the  average  size  of  BLM  clearcuts  is  20  acres  per 
unit.   Although  it  is  not  an  absolute  limit,  the  District  attempts  to  limit  the 
size  of  clearcuts  to  less  than  40  acres  unless  silvicultural,  other  resource,  or 
operational  (geography)  needs  dictate  otherwise.   It  is  true  that  some  clearcuts 
are  placed  adjacent  to  younger  aged  plantations  that  have  experienced  overstory 
removal  or  vice  versa,  thus  changing  the  "old  growth"  visual  texture.   However, 
these  young  plantations  are  forested  (be  it  with  smaller  trees)  and  are  within 
the  scope  of  a  regulated  stand  and  fit  into  an  intensive  forest  management 
framework  for  sustained  yield  purposes. 

The  shelterwood  units  (de  facto  clearcuts)  currently  planned  for  clearcut  harvest 
were  under  a  three  stage  shelterwood  system  between  the  1950s  and  1970s.   The  de 
facto  clearcuts  have  not  occurred  in  units  managed  under  the  two- stage 
shelterwood  system  as  described  in  the  FEISs . 
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Church  Guidelines  i:   Clear-cutting  should  be  used  only  where  "a  multidisciplinary 
review  has  first  been  made  of  the  potential  environmental,  biological,  esthetic, 
engineering,  and  economic  impacts  on  each  sale  area." 

Response:   After  a  proposed  action  is  developed  for  each  timber  sale,  each  sale 
area  is  reviewed  by  an  interdisciplinary  team.   In  this  process,  specialists  in 
forestry,  soils,  wildlife,  fisheries,  cultural  resources,  and  other  affected 
disciplines  consider  multiple  resource  values,  constraints,  and  mitigating 
measures . 

Integration  of  silvicultural ,  logging,  and  management  objectives  occurs  in 
interdisciplinary  team  meetings,  and  a  silvicultural  prescription  is  developed 
which  identifies  the  preferred  harvest  method  considering  site,  biological,  and 
management  variables.   Additionally,  sale  areas  are  reviewed  annually  to  monitor 
conformance  to  policy  and  guidelines  and  to  generally  evaluate  the  implementation 
process.   A  sample  of  both  pre  harvest  and  post-harvest  sale  areas  is  reviewed  by 
an  interdisciplinary  team  from  the  District's  staff. 

Church  Guidelines  j  :   Clearcutti.ng  should  be  used  only  where  "clearcut  blocks, 
patches,  or  strips  are,  in  all  cases,  shaped  and  blended  as  much  as  possible  with 
the  natural  terrain." 

Response:   BLM  emphasis  to  design  timber  harvest  to  blend  with  the  natural 
terrain  has  been  concentrated  on  VRM  class  2  and  class  3  lands.   Class  2  lands 
are  managed  to  meet  the  objective  that  timber  harvest  is  not  evident,  to  the 
casual  observer.   Class  3  lands  are  managed  to  meet  the  objective  that  timber 
harvest  may  be  evident  to  a  casual  observer,  but  must  be  subordinate  within  the 
viewed  landscape. 

Design  has  not  been  emphasized  for  lands  having  class  B  and  C  scenery  quality  and 
low"  public  use  and  sensitivity.   These  lands  have  been  allocated  to  VRM  class  4 
management.   Class  4  management  objectives  allow  timber  harvest  to  be  evident  to 
the  casual  observer  and  to  be  the  dominant  feature  within  the  characteristic 
landscape. 

Church  Guidelines  k:   "Federal  timber  sale  contracts  should  contain  requirements 
to  assure  that  all  possible  measures  are  taken  to  minimize  or  avoid  adverse 
environmental  impacts  of  timber  harvesting  even  if  such  measures  result  in  lower 
net  returns  to  the  Treasury." 

Response:   Contract  stipulations  (BLM  Manual  5424)  are  available  to  mitigate 
potential  adverse  affects  of  logging  activity.   These  contract  stipulations, 
along  with  on- the  ground  contract  administration,  are  routine  for  District  timber 
sales  and  help  assure  that  adverse  environmental  impacts  are  minimized. 

Common  Issue  13  (19-53,  33-4,  36-2,  43-2,  58-9,  60-12,  75-3,  78-2,  78-10): 
Several  commenters  suggested  that  alternative  treatments  (e.g.,  no  action, 
underplanting)  should  be  considered  when  dealing  with  the  failed  shelterwood 
situation. 
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Response:   Where  regeneration  exists  in  partial  cut  units,  leaving  heavy 
overstory  volumes  is  not  silviculturally  sound.   The  reproductive  size  classes 
would  not  mature  or  mature  very  slowly  unless  the  overstory  is  removed.   In  such 
units,  due  to  the  lack  of  light,  moisture  and  nutrients  available  to  the 
reproduction,  the  majority  of  the  reproduction  has  poor  vigor  and  quality.   For 
example,  Stein  (1984)  reported  that  over  one  third  of  all  partial  cut  plots  he 
examined  contained  trees  showing  a  lack  of  vigor  or  growth  of  advanced  or  post 
harvest  seedlings  or  both,  and  that  some  10-year-old  seedlings  were  less  than  one 
foot  high.   Similarly,  to  underplant  a  non-  stocked  unit  that  has  too  dense  an 
overstory  is  unproductive.   If,  however,  the  TPCC  requires  a  level  of  protective 
canopy  to  modify  the  environment,  the  unit  would  be  shelterwood  harvested  and 
underplanted.   In  non- stocked  situations  where  shelterwood  is  not  necessary,  and 
where  few  overstory  trees  exist  with  a  heavy  component  of  brush  or  other 
competing  vegetation,  these  units  can  best  be  prepared  for  reforestation  by 
clearcutting.   In  any  event,  silviculturists  examine  each  unit  and  make  specific 
prescriptions.   Where  it  is  possible  to  achieve  stocking  standards  by  saving 
advanced  reproduction  through  overstory  removal,  efforts  are  made  toward  that  end. 

The  option  of  leaving  the  remaining  8-12  trees  per  acre  after  the  regeneration 
cut  (see  Glossary,  Appendix  C)  is  also  not  desirable,  because  significant  volumes 
of  timber  would  remain  on  the  site  which  would  ultimately  have  to  be  removed 
later  in  the  rotation.   The  removal  of  these  large  trees  would  then  cause 
unnecessary  damage  and  volume  losses  to  the  smaller  commercial- size  classes. 
However,  in  those  areas  where  visual  resource  management  objectives  outweigh 
other  considerations,  the  overstory  trees  may  be  left  for  a  longer  period  of 
time.   Similarly,  where  necessary,  overstory  trees  may  be  left  to  meet  the 
District's  wildlife  management  objectives. 

Common  Issue  14  (17-5,  19-7,  19-40,  52-1,  53-3,  53-4,  54-3,  54-5,  54-9,  54-11, 
56-3,  78-2,  78-20,  78-23):   Several  commenters  said  that  the  Medford  District  is 
in  violation  of  its  timber  management  plans  (TMPs) . 

Response:   There  has  been  no  change  in  the  decision  to  offer  up  to  213  MMBF  of 
timber  annually.   The  silvicultural  concept  of  even- aged  management  is  being 
continued  and  accomplished  through  a  combination  of  clearcutting  and  two-stage 
shelterwood  systems.   Only  the  ratio  of  clearcutting  to  shelterwood  and  the 
average  number  of  trees  remaining  after  a  shelterwood  cut  are  changing.   These 
changes  allow  the  District  to  utilize  state  of-the  art  technology  and  operational 
experience  to  properly  and  effectively  meet  timber  management  plan  objectives. 
Basic  aspects  of  the  District's  TMPs  such  as  land  allocated  to  timber  production 
and  allowable  harvest  remain  the  same.   Also,  no  appreciable  increase  in  adverse 
impacts  has  been  identified,  except  for  estimated  increases  in  air  quality 
impacts  in  the  Josephine  SYU.   To  the  extent  the  change  in  amount  of  clearcutting 
or  shelterwood  cutting  may  be  considered  an  adjustment  of  the  District's  TMPs, 
this  SEIS  and  the  resulting  ROD  will  correct  any  deficiency. 

Common  Issue  15  (19-2,  19-4,  19-21,  19-35,  19-37,  19-55,  19-60,  52-1,  54-7,  54-9, 
60-11,  78-1,  78-2,  78-3,  78-21,  78-23,  78-24):   Several  commenters  thought  the 
SEIS  should  address  issues  in  addition  to  the  change  in  the  ratio  of  harvest 
practices  and  the  change  from  basal  area  to  trees  per  acre. 
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Response:   Other  issues  identified  by  the  public  at  this  time,  although  outside 
the  scope  of  this  document,  will  be  helpful  in  the  next  decadal  resource 
management  plan's  formulation  process  which  is  expected  to  formally  begin  in  1988. 

2 •    Single  Issue  Responses 

Issue  2-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  2-2 

Response:   See  Glossary  in  Appendix  C  for  the  terms  "stocked"  and  "established." 
The  terms  "acceptable"  or  "unacceptable"  as  they  relate  to  damage  of  existing 
regeneration  refer  to  the  regeneration  stocking  survey  data.   After  overstory 
removal,  if  the  post  harvest  survey  data  show  that  stocking  meets  or  exceeds  the 
stocking  standards  (target  or  minimum)  of  well-spaced  trees  per  acre,  then  the 
harvest  damage  to  the  remaining  regeneration  is  acceptable.   If  the  post  harvest 
survey  results  show  that  stocking  does  not  meet  or  exceed  the  stocking  standards, 
then  the  harvest  damage  is  unacceptable  and  the  unit  would  receive  site 
preparation  and  replanting.   Stocking  standards  are  explained  in  BLM  Manual 
5705- "Regeneration  Stocking  Surveys."   The  glossary  (Appendix  C)  has  been 
expanded  to  include  other  terms  used  in  the  SEIS  that  may  be  unfamiliar  to  the 
public. 

Issue  2-3 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  E.  (Alternatives). 

Issue  3-1 

Response:   The  clearcut  and  shelterwood  systems  best  approximate  the  historical 
development  of  existing  Douglas  fir  stands.   The  majority  of  Douglas-fir  stands 
in  southwest  Oregon  were  established  as  a  result  of  catastrophic  fire  events. 
Entire  drainages  were  destroyed  and  simultaneously  re-established  with  natural 
regeneration.   While  there  are  differences  between  the  number  of  age  classes 
(1-5)  that  exist  in  natural  stands,  most  Douglas-fir  stands  have  an  even-aged 
forest  formation  lacking  intermediate  and  reproductive  size  classes.   Notable 
exceptions  to  this  are  in  areas  where  other  shade  tolerant  species  (e.g.,  true 
fir  and  hemlock)  have  established  below  Douglas- fir  canopies.   However,  the 
District's  dominant  species,  Douglas  fir,  is  a  mid- tolerant  species  that  requires 
much  light  and  develops  an  even-  age  formation.   Clearcutting  is  a  harvest  tool 
that  mimics  natural  reforestation  events  by  establishing  units  with  even -age 
formation.   Also  see  response  to  common  issue  1  (Erosion  and  Sedimentation). 

Issue  3-2 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  4  (Economics) . 

Issue  3-3 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities)  and  12"d" 

(Church  Guidelines) . 

Issue  4-1 

Response:   Refer  to  text  revision  in  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources)  for 

a  discussion  of  peak  flows  resulting  from  timber  harvests. 
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Issue  5-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources)  of  this  SEIS  for  an 
explanation  of  changes  in  water  quantity  resulting  from  timber  harvests.   As  long 
as  infiltration  rates  are  not  dramatically  reduced,  the  amount  of  water 
replenishing  the  groundwater  would  temporarily  increase  after  the  removal  of 
trees  under  either  a  shelterwood  or  clearcut  harvest  due  to  reduced  interception 
and  transpiration. 

See  Chapter  II,  Section  B.  (Soils)  and  response  to  common  issue  1  (Erosion  and 
Sedimentation)  regarding  erosion.   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality) 
relative  to  concerns  about  air  pollutants  and  slash  burning. 

Issue  6-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  1,  Section  D.l.a)  (Clearcut)  and  response  to  common  issue 

9  (Reforestation  Activities). 

Issue  6-2 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  4  (Economics). 

Issue  6- 3 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.2.  (Trees  Left  Per  Acre  Under  Shelterwood). 

Issue  7-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  1  (Erosion  and  Sedimentation). 

Issue  8-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 

Issue  9-1 

Response:   See  FEISs  (J-FEIS,  Chapter  3,  Pages  3-103,  Section  3.3.2  and  J-KFEIS, 

Chapter  3,  Pages  3-51,  Section  3.8)  and  response  to  issue  19-42. 

Issue  10-1 

Response:   The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  regulations  provide  that  "any 

environmental  document  in  compliance  with  NEPA  may  be  combined  with  any  other 

agency  document  to  reduce  duplication  and  paperwork"  (40  CFR  1506.4).   Each 

timber  management  plan  area  has  been  addressed  separately  in  this  SEIS  as 

requested. 

Issue  10-2 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  10-3 

Response:   Oregon's  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (DEQ)  was  notified 

through  the  Oregon  State  Clearinghouse  per  BLM's  agreement  with  the  Clearinghouse. 

Issue  10-4 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  12-1 

Response:   See  last  paragraph  of  the  introduction  to  Chapter  II  concerning 

cumulative  effects. 
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Issue  12-2 

Response:   See  all  responses  to  common  issue  12  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  12-3 

Response :   See  text  revision  in  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources). 

Issue  13-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  I.  (Visual  Resources),  and  response  to  common 

issue  7  (Visual  and  Recreation) . 

Issue  14-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  9  (Reforestation  Activities). 

Issue  14-2 

Response:   See  last  paragraph  of  the  introduction  to  Chapter  II  concerning 

cumulative  impacts. 

Issue  14-3 

Response:   See  text  revisions  in  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources)  for  a 
discussion  of  effects  of  clearcutting  on  water  quality;  Section  E.  (Animals) 
relative  to  wildlife;  and  response  to  common  issue  5  (Aquatic  Life). 

Issue  16-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  4  (Economics). 

Issue  16-2 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  I.  (Visual  Resources)  and  response  to  common 

issue  7  (Visual  and  Recreation). 

Issue  16-3 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Sections  C.  (Water  Resources),  I.  (Visual  Resources), 

and  responses  to  common  issues  12"a" ,  12"b",  and  12"d"  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  16-4 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  9  (Reforestation)  and  all  responses  to 

common  issue  12  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  16-5 

Response:   Clearcutting  will  be  constrained  as  provided  in  the  Josephine 

Management  Framework  Plan. 

Issue  16-6 

Response:   The  District  solicits  public  comments  on  individual  timber  sales  prior 
to  their  offering.   Protection  of  watersheds  is  addressed  in  each  timber  sale 
environmental  assessment,  and  mitigating  measures  are  incorporated  into  timber 
sale  contracts  to  ensure  necessary  watershed  protection. 

Issue  16-7 

Response:   The  Josephine  Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP)  provides  for  leaving 

buffer  strips  along  streams.   In  addition,  approximately  40  percent  of  the 

Josephine  EIS  area's  forest  land  is  not  part  of  the  land  base  used  in  calculating 

the  allowable  cut  and  will  therefore  not  be  included  in  any  regulated  harvest 

plan. 
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Issue  17-1 

Response:   See  response  to  issue  10-1. 


Issue  17-2 

Response:   The  text  of  Chapter  II,  Section  B. 

impacts  by  SYU. 


(Soils)  has  been  changed  to  reflect 


Issue  17--3 

Response:   See  text  revision  in  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources)  and 
Tables  Twelve  and  Thirteen  (Appendix  B)  for  supporting  data  regarding  increases 
in  water  yields. 

Issue  17-4 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Sections  A.  (Air  Quality)  and  E.  (Animals).   Some  of 
your  concerns  have  already  been  addressed  in  the  Final  EISs  for  the  Josephine  and 
Jackson- Klamath  SYUs,  especially  those  relative  to  the  variety  of  wildlife  on  the 
District.   A  point  easily  overlooked  is  the  similarity  between  a  clearcut  and  a 
shelterwood  following  overstory  removal.   In  three  to  five  years,  the  forest 
structure  is  essentially  the  same  under  either  harvest  system. 

Issue  17-5 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.   For  your  concerns  regarding  various 
resources,  see  Chapter  II,  Sections  A.  (Air  Quality),  D.  (Vegetation),  and  I. 
(Visual  Resources).   Also  see  responses  to  common  issues  5  (Aquatic  Life),  10 
(Vegetation),  and  14  (Timber  Management). 

Issue  19-1 

Response:   Availability  of  the  DSE1S  for  comment  was  announced  nationally  through 
use  of  the  Federal  Register  and  regionally  and  locally  through  the  mailing  list 
identified  on  pages  12  and  13  of  the  draft  SE1S  and  through  a  local  news 
release.   Further  public  participation  was  solicited  via  a  public  meeting  on  the 
draft  SEIS  and  personal  contact  with  most  commenters. 

Issue  19-2 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  15  (Scope  of  SEIS). 

Issue  19-3 

Response:   See  response  to  issue  19-1. 

Issue  19-4 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  15  (Scope  of  SEIS). 

Issue  19-5 

Response:   See  summary  section. 

Issue  19-6 

Response:   The  BLM  Medford  District  believes  the  process  followed  has  complied 
with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  for  preparation  of 
environmental  documents.   The  concerns  of  small  groups  of  citizens  have  been 
expressed  to  BLM  on  numerous  occasions  in  the  protest  and  appeal  of  timber  sales 
and  as  stated  in  the  response  to  issue  19-1.   The  CEQ  regulations  do  not  require 
scoping  for  a  supplemental  EIS. 
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Issue  19-7 

Response:   This  SEIS  documents  the  District's  analysis  of  the  situation.   An 
overview  of  the  environmental  consequences  is  found  in  the  summary  section.   Also 
see  common  issue  14  (Timber  Management)  concerning  compliance  with  timber 
management  plans. 

Issue  19-8 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l.  (Clearcut/Shelterwood) . 

Issue  19-9 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities),  12"d" 

(Church  Guidelines),  and  Table  3,  Appendix  B. 

Issue  19-10 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  12"e",  12"h",  and  12"j"  (Church 

Guidelines) . 

Issue  19-11 

Response:   Viewshed  cumulative  impacts  would  be  assessed  in  individual  timber 
sale  EAs .   Also  see  responses  to  common  issues  7  (Visual  and  Recreation)  and 
12"e",  12*'h",  and  12"j"  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  19-12 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  12"e",  12"h",  and  12"j"  (Church 

Guidelines) . 

Issue  19-13 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  4  (Economics)  and  12*'f",  12"i",  and 
12"k"  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  19- 1 4 

Response:   See  all  responses  to  common  issue  12  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  19-15 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  12"i"  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  19-16 

Response:   Clearcut  design  emphasis  to  blend  with  the  natural  terrain  is 
dependent  on  the  VRM  classifications  assigned  to  the  lands  in  the  FEISs.   VRM 
Class  4  lands  are  considered  as  least  scenic  and  sensitive  to  the  public  in 
regard  to  resource  development  activities.   Also  see  responses  to  common  issues  7 
(Visual  and  Recreation)  and  12"j"  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  19-17 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  12"a",  12"b",  and  12"k"  (Church 

Guidelines) . 

Issue  19-18 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D. ;  Chapter  II;  and  response  to  common  issue  11 

(Trial  Harvest  Program) . 
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Issue  19-19 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D;  and  response  to  common  issue  12  (Church 

Guidelines) . 

Issue  19-20 

Response:   Timber  management  plans  would  be  revised  during  a  resource  management 

planning  effort  expected  to  begin  in  1988. 

Issue  19-21 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  12"b"  (Church  Guidelines)  and  15  (Scope 

of  SKIS). 

Issue  19-22 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  4  (Economics)  and  common  issues  12"f"  and 

12"i"  (Church  Guidelines) . 

Issue  19-23 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities),  12"b"  and 

12"d"  (Church  Guidelines),  and  Table  3,  (Appendix  B) . 

Issue  19-24 

Response:   The  present  management  system  is  a  form  of  ecosystem  management  in 
that  all  successional  (serai)  stages,  each  with  their  own  unique  structure,  are 
being  maintained  through  time.   During  development  of  the  next  ten- year  plan 
(1988-91),  a  full  ecosystem  management  alternative  may  be  proposed  and  developed. 

Issue  19-25 

Response:   The  BLM  Medford  District  manages  spotted  owl  habitat  ".  .  .to 
maintain  viable  populations  by  utilizing  the  best  available  scientific 
information  to  prevent  serious  depletions  of  this  indigenous  species  of  wildlife" 
(BLM-ODFW  Agreement  for  Spotted  Owl  Habitat  Management  on  BLM  Lands  in  Western 
Oregon,  September  26,  1983).   District  responsibility  for  continued  management 
will  be  reviewed  in  1988.   The  District  has  identified  suitable  sites  for 
management  of  an  additional  five  pairs  until  1988  to  help  BLM  meet  its  statewide 
commitment  of  90  pairs. 

Your  request  for  no  planned  timber  harvest  in  old- growth  or  SOMAs  for  the  next 
decade  is  a  land  use  allocation  issue  which  is  outside  the  scope  of  this 
supplemental  EIS.   Land  use  issues  are  addressed  in  the  J  and  J-K  MFPs. 

Barring  a  major  catastrophe  such  as  a  forest  fire  or  massive  wind  throw,  no 
mortality  salvage  is  planned  in  any  SOMA  old- growth  habitat.   Mortality  salvage 
could  be  planned  on  other  lands  not  in  the  intensive  timber  base,  provided  the 
salvage  harvesting  meets  the  objectives  for  which  these  lands  are  being  managed. 

Issue  19-26 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  8  (Withdrawn  Areas) . 

Issue  19-27 

Response:  Minimum  thermal  cover  is  a  stand  of  trees  40  feet  high  with  a  70 
percent  crown  closure.  On  the  Medford  District,  this  is  generally  achieved 
within  30  to  40  years  following  logging. 
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Issue  19-28 

Response:   The  District  is  currently  managing  for  a  40  percent  population  level 
of  cavity  dwelling  wildlife  population  on  high  intensity  forest  management  lands; 
60  percent  on  lands  within  approximately  200  feet  (three  chains)  of  natural 
meadows;  and  100  percent  in  areas  designated  for  purposes  other  than  timber 
production  (e.g.,  research  natural  areas,  stream  buffers,  non-commercial  forest 
lands,  and  low  intensity  and  limited  forest  management  lands).   Over  the  entire 
forest  base,  this  would  approach  the  60  percent  level. 

Issue  19-29 

Response:   The  Church  Guidelines  affected  wildlife  primarily  in  two  ways:   (1) 
The  size  of  clearcuts  are  kept  at  the  minimum  necessary  which  tends  to  keep  new 
feeding  areas  close  to  cover;  and  (2)  The  need  is  reinforced  for  a 
multidisciplinary  review  of  potential  environmental  impacts  on  each  sale  area. 

Issue  19-30 

Response:   The  Medford  District  is  actively  working  with  the  Oregon  Department  of 
Fish  and  Wildlife,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  and  the  Oregon  State  Police  to  establish 
a  road  closure  program.   Subject  to  District  budget  constraints,  road  closures 
are  being  established  where  elk  or  other  resource  values  are  high  and  need  to  be 
protected.   Most  road  closures  are  initiated  in  the  environmental  analysis  of 
site-specif c  timber  sale  areas. 

The  Medford  District  funds  two  deputy  sheriffs  to  patrol  District  lands. 

Issue  19-31 

Response:   This  relationship  is  still  an  unknown  quantity.   No  work  has  been  done 
in  the  Medford  District  with  seeding  favorable  species  followed  by  grazing  with 
sheep.   Currently,  OSU  and  BLM  are  beginning  a  study  to  look  at  this  relationship 
using  cattle.   The  environment  in  the  Medford  District  provides  different 
vegetative  competition  than  found  at  Alsea,  Oregon.   At  Alsea,  the  competition  is 
for  light,  whereas  in  the  Medford  District  the  competition  is  for  moisture. 

Issue  19-32 

Response:   Clearcuts  provide  a  continuing  source  of  openings  with  forage  for  deer 
and  elk.   Other  actions  that  increase  forage  include  protection  and  fertilization 
of  natural  meadows,  road  closures,  seeding,  and  scarification  of  wedgeleaf 
ceanothus  patches . 

Issue  19-33 

Response:   Nest  sites  and  timbered  buffers  for  hawks,  eagles,  owls,  and  ospreys 
are  being  protected  when  such  species  or  their  habitat  are  located  on  or  near 
timber  sale  areas  (see  MFP  decision  numbers  J  WL-8,  9,  and  10,  J-K  WL-9). 

Issue  19-34 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  4  (Economics). 

Issue  19-35 

Response:   The  BLM  has  initiated  an  SEIS  process  which  includes  public  input  (see 
response  to  issue  19-1).   The  FEISs'  socioeconomic  sections  are  considered 
adequate  for  the  ten- year  planning  period,  and  there  is  no  need  for  changing  the 
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analyses  with  each  fluctuation  of  the  timber  market.   Also  see  responses  to 
common  issues  4  (Economics)  and  15  (Scope  of  SEIS).  The  socioeconomic  situation 
would  be  analyzed  again  during  preparation  of  the  District's  next  ten-year  plan. 

Issue  19-36 

Response :   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D. 

Issue  19-37 

Response:   See  last  paragraph  of  the  introduction  to  Chapter  II  concerning 

cumulative  effects  and  response  to  common  issue  15  (Scope  of  SEIS). 

Issue  19-38 

Response:   The  BLM  Medford  District  followed  CEQ  regulations  for  preparation  of 

environmental  assessments . 

Issue  19-39 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D;  and  responses  to  common  issues  11  (Trial 

Harvest  Program),  and  12  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  19-40 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  14  (Timber  Management) . 

Issue  19-41 

Response :   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D. 

Issue  19-42 

Response:   All  timber  sale  units  are  field  reviewed  by  trained  cultural  resource 
technicians  (foresters)  capable  of  identifying  surface  resource  signs. 
Identified  cultural  areas  are  then  reviewed  by  the  District  archaeologist  to 
determine  significance.  Compliance  with  36  CFR  Part  800  would  be  maintained. 

Issue  19-43 

Response:  VRM  Class  3  objectives  are  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character 
of  the  landscape.  The  level  of  change  to  the  characteristic  landscape  should  be 
moderate.   Management  activities  may  attract  attention,  but  should  not  dominate 
the  view  of  the  casual  observer.  BLM's  contrast  rating  system  is  applied  to 
determine  compliance. 

Issue  19-44 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D;  Chapter  II,  and  response  to  common  issue  11 

(Trial  Harvest  Program) . 

Issue  19-45 

Response:  This  SEIS  analyzes  the  environmental  impacts  of  a  change  in  the 
clearcut-shelterwood  ratio  and  the  number  of  trees  left  after  the  first 
shelterwood  entry. 

Issue  19-46 

Response:   No  major  additional  environmental  issues  were  identified  since 
analysis  indicates  that,  except  for  air  quality  in  the  JSYU,  estimated  impacts  on 
other  resources  would  be  similar  to  or  less  than  those  estimated  in  the  FEISs. 
See  Chapter  II  (Affected  Environment  and  Environmental  Consequences  of  the 
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Proposed  Action) .   Regeneration  success  based  on  District  records  is  shown  on 
Table  Three  in  Appendix  B.   Herbicide  impacts  will  be  addressed  in  BLM's  final 
Western  Oregon  Program-Management  of  Competing  Vegetation  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.   In  the  meantime,  no  herbicides  are  being  used  on  the  BLM  Medford 
District.   Also  see  response  to  common  issue  1  (Erosion  and  Sedimentation). 

Issue  19-47 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  E.  (Alternatives). 

Issue  19-48 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D;  Chapter  II;  and  response  to  common  issue  11 

(Trial  Harvest  Program). 

Issue  19-49 

Response:   See  Tables  Eighteen  and  Nineteen  in  Appendix  B. 

Issue  19-50 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  19-51 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  12"e",  12"h"  and  12"j"  (Church 

Guidelines) . 

Issue  19-52 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D. 

Issue  19-53 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  E.  (Alternatives);  and  responses  to  common 
issues  4  (Economics),  12"a"  and  12"d"  (Church  Guidelines),  and  13  (Alternatives) 
and  issue  19-35. 

Issue  19-54 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality)  and  response  to  common  issue 

9  (Reforestation  Activities). 

Issue  19-55 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  E.  (Alternatives)  and  response  to  common  issue 

15  (Scope  of  SEIS). 

Issue  19-56 


Response:   The  public  was  notified  of  the  refinement  in  computation  of  annual 
productive  capacity  and  the  elimination  of  surplus  inventory  which  resulted  in  a 
decrease  in  the  volume  of  timber  to  be  offered  during  the  planning  period  (see 
amendment  1  to  the  RODs  for  the  J  and  J-K  SYUs) . 

Issue  19-57 

Response:   See  text  revision  in  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources)  of  the 

FSEIS  for  clarification  of  water  yield  increases. 

Issue  19-58 

Response:   See  response  to  issue  19-42. 
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Issue  19-59 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.;  Chapter  II;  and  response  to  common  issue  11 

(Trial  Harvest  Program) . 

Issue  19-60 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  15  (Scope  of  SEIS) . 

Issue  19-61 

Response:   See  Chapter  I  and  all  responses  to  common  issue  12  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  21-1 

Response:   See  Appendix  E  (References  Cited). 

Issue  21-2 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 

Issue  23-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  25-1 

Response:   See  Appendix  E  (References  Cited). 

Issue  25-2 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 

Issue  26-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  7  (Visual  and  Recreation) . 

Issue  26-2 

Response:   See  Tables  Seventeen,  Eighteen,  and  Nineteen  in  Appendix  B  and 
responses  to  common  issues  3  and  4  (Economics)  and  12"a",  12"b",  and  12"d" 
(Church  Guidelines). 

Issues  28-1  through  28-7 

Response:   See  responses  to  issues  16-1  through  16-7  as  letters  16  and  28  are 

duplicate  letters. 

Issue  29-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  29-2 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  6  (Slash  Disposal). 

Issue  30-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 

Issue  32-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics) . 

Issue  33-1 

Response:   The  final  SEIS  does  this. 
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Issue  33-2 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D;  Chapter  II;  and  Table  Two  in  Appendix  B. 

Computation  data  is  available  at  Medford  District  Office. 

Issue  33-3 

Response:   District  resource  specialists  field  review  several  timber  sales  each 
year  for  compliance  with  the  TMPs.   Results  of  those  reviews  are  available  at  the 
District  office.   Also  see  Chapter  I,  Section  D.  and  responses  to  common  issues  9 
(Reforestation  Activities)  and  12"d"  (Church  Guidelines).   Several  FIR  studies 
have  been  referenced  in  the  SEIS  text. 

Issue  33-4 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D,  and  response  to  common  issue  13 

(Alternatives) . 

Issue  33-5 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D. 

Issue  33-6 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D;  Appendix  E  for  Refernces  Cited  and  other 

appendices  for  various  tables  that  present  data. 

Issue  33-7 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D  and  response  to  common  issue  10  (Vegetation). 

Issue  33-8 

Response:   See  Glossary,  Appendix  C,  for  a  definition  of  the  word  "skeletal." 

Issue  33-9 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D. 

Issue  33-10 

Response:   See  text  of  Chapter  II,  Section  B.  (Soils).   The  District  is  currently 
cooperating  with  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station  and  Oregon 
State  University  in  a  research  project  designed  to  quantify  burning  impacts  on 
soil  productivity. 

The  reduction  in  the  amount  of  road  construction  would  require  less  area  to  be 
taken  out  of  production  to  accommodate  roads  in  the  ten-year  plans. 

Issue  33-11 

Response:   See  text  revision  in  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources)  of  this 

SEIS  for  supporting  data  regarding  changes  in  water  quantity  and  water  quality. 

Issue  33-12 

Response:   The  increase  in  clearcutting  is  primarily  in  the  shelterwood  areas 
created  between  the  1950s  and  19  70s.   During  that  time,  the  District  used  the 
three  stage  shelterwood  system  relying  largely  on  natural  regeneration  for 
reforestation.   Subsequent  to  the  entries  made  at  that  time,  significant 
understories  of  both  brush  and  other  competing  herbaceous  species  developed, 
whether  or  not  a  regeneration  cut  or  clearcut  is  employed,  both  are  followed  by 
site  preparation  activities  and  artificial  regeneration.   Consequently,  neither  a 
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shift  in  the  amount  of  trees  to  be  left  standing  after  a  regeneration  cut,  or  an 
increase  in  clearcut  acreage  would  significantly  change  the  understory  vegetation 
structure  or  composition  from  that  expected  in  the  FEISs. 

Issue  33-13 

Response:   The  text  has  been  expanded  to  discuss  non- game  and  long-term  impacts. 

See  Chapter  II,  Section  E.  (Animals). 

Issue  33-14 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  1  (Erosion  and  Sedimentation). 

Issue  .33^15 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Sections  G.  (Recreation)  and  I.  (Visual  Resources). 

Issue  34-1 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issue  7  (Visual  and  Recreation)  and  issues 

19-12  and  26-1. 

Issue  35-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l.  for  a  discussion  of  changes  in  the 

clearcut/shelterwood  ratio. 

Issue  35-2 

Response:   See  last  paragraph  of  the  introduction  to  Chapter  II  concerning 

cumulative  impacts. 

Issue  36-1 

Response:   See  explanation  in  Preface. 

Issue  36-2 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  13  (Alternatives). 

Issue  36-3 

Response:   Environmental  effects  are  addressed  on  two  levels,  the  entire  timber 
management  plan  area  through  the  FEISs  and  later  at  the  project  level,  such  as  a 
timber  sale,  through  an  environmental  assessment  which  addresses  the  site 
specific  impacts  (Section  1.8.4,  pages  1-63  of  the  Josephine  FEIS  and  Section 
1.5.3,  pages  1-46  and  1-47  of  the  Jackson/Klamath  FEIS). 

Issue  36-4 

Response:   The  allowable  cut  is  not  being  changed,  and  the  environmental  impacts 
resulting  from  the  adjustments  in  the  ratio  of  shelterwood  and  clearcut  harvest 
are  generally  unchanged  from  those  described  for  the  proposed  action  (eventual 
decision)  of  the  FEISs.   Also  see  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l. a.  (Clearcut)  for 
reasons  for  clearcutting  mature  trees  in  planted  areas. 

Issue  37-1 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  7  (Visual  and  Recreation)  and  12"e", 

12"h"  and  12"j"  (Church  Guidelines). 
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Issue  37-2 

Response:  See  response  to  common  issue  1  (Erosion  and  Sedimentation)  relevant  to 
watershed  impacts.  Chapter  II,  Section  E.  (Animals),  the  text  concerning  impacts 
of  increased  clear-cutting  acreage  on  wildlife  species,  has  been  expanded. 

See  responses  to  common  issues  7  (Visual  and  Recreation)  and  12"e",  12*^"  and 
12',j"  (Church  Guidelines)  that  address  impacts  to  recreational  and  visual 
resources. 

Issue  38-1 

Response:   See  all  responses  to  common  issue  12  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  38-2 

Response:   See  Chapter  1,  Section  B  (Statutory  Authority). 

Issue  38-3 

Response:   See  last  paragraph  of  the  introduction  to  Chapter  II  concerning 

cumulative  effects. 

Issue  38-4 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities)  and  11 

(Trial  Harvest  Program)  and  issue  33-3. 

Issue  38-5 

Response:   See  response  to  issue  5-1. 

Issue  38-6 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  38-7 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l.a)  (Clearcut) . 

Issue  38-8 

Response:   The  Medford  District's  timber  management  program  does  consider  the 
factors  you  list.   See  Chapter  II,  Sections  A.  (Air  Quality)  and  I.  (Visual 
Resources);  responses  to  common  issues  1  (Erosion  and  Sedimentation),  2  (Stream 
Protection),  and  7  (Visual  and  Recreation);  and  responses  to  issues  17-4,  37-2, 
and  50-1. 

Issue  39-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 

Issue  40-1 

Response:   The  resources  you  listed  are  among  those  considered  in  analyzing  the 

District's  timber  harvest. 

Issue  41-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  1  (Erosion  and  Sedimentation)  for  a 
discussion  of  effects  clear-cutting  has  on  watersheds.   Long-term  effects  are 
addressed  in  Chapter  6  of  the  Josephine  and  the  Jackson-Klamath  FEISs. 
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Issue  42-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  9  (Reforestation  Activities). 

Issue  42-2 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  43-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D  and  responses  to  common  issues  9 

(Reforestation  Activities)  and  12"a",  12*'b" ,  12"d",  and  12"g"  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  43-2 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.  (Description  of  the  Proposed  Action)  and 

response  to  common  issue  13  (Alternatives). 

Issue  43-3 

Response:   See  Chapter  II.,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality)  and  response  to  common  issue 

6  (Slash  Disposal) . 

Issue  43-4 

Response:   See  text  revision  in  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources)  for  an 
explanation  of  water  yield  increases  resulting  from  timber  harvest.   Also  see 
responses  to  common  issues  2  (Stream  Protection)  and  5  (Aquatic  Life). 

Issue  44-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 

Issue  45-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 

Issue  46-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  46-2 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics) . 

Issue  47-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 

Issue  48-1 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issue  1  (Erosion  and  Sedimentation)  and  7 

(Visual  and  Recreation) . 

Issue  49-1 

Response:   See  the  Preface  and  the  response  to  issue  36-4. 

Issue  49-2 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources)  for  a  discussion  of 
impacts  to  water  resources  from  timber  harvest  activities.   For  other  resource 
concerns  you  have,  see  Chapter  II,  Section  I.  (Visual  Resources)  and  responses  to 
common  issues  1  (Erosion  and  Sedimentation)  and  4  (Economics)  and  issue  50-1. 
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Issue  49-3 

Response:   See  all  responses  to  common  issue  12  (Church  Guidelines) . 

Issue  50-1 

Response:   Visual  and  recreational  resource  values  would  continue  to  be  protected 
and  managed  in  accordance  with  the  Josephine  MFP  and  Jackson- Klamath  MFPs  and 
Chapter  II,  Section  I.  (Visual  Resources).   Also  see  response  to  common  issue  7 
(Visual  and  Recreation) . 

See  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources)  for  a  discussion  of  impacts  to 
watersheds.   Wildlife  concerns  are  addressed  in  Chapter  II,  Section  E.  (Animals) 
and  response  to  issue  17-4. 

Issue  50-2 

Response:   See  the  Preface  and  response  to  issue  36-4. 

Issue  52-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issues  14  (Timber  Management)  and  15  (Scope  of 

SEIS). 

Issue  52-2 

Response:   See  last  paragraph  of  the  introduction  to  Chapter  II  concerning 

cumulative  effects. 

Issue  52-3 

Response:   The  Medford  District  is  promoting  more  discussion  and  dialogue  with 

concerned  groups. 

Issue  53-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D. 

Issue  53-2 

Response:   See  Chapter  1,  Section  D.l.b)  (Shelterwood)  and  Section  D.2.  (Trees 

Left  Per  Acre  Under  Shelterwood  Systems). 

Issues  53-3 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  12"a"  and  12"b"  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  53-4 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  12"c"  (Church  Guidelines)  and  14 

(Timber  Management). 

Issue  53-5 

Response:   The  allowable  cut  is  calculated  for  each  sustained  yield  unit  based  on 
the  total  acres  available  for  timber  production  (high  intensity  management 
lands).   The  timber  production  base  is  determined  through  the  timber  production 
capability  classification  (TPCC)  intensive  inventory  process  (BLM-5250  "Intensive 
Inventories") . 

Issue  53-6 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  9  (Reforestation  Activities)  and  Tables 

Nineteen  and  Twenty,  Appendix  B. 
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Issue  53-7 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities),  12"d" 

(Church  Guidelines),  and  Table  Three,  Appendix  B. 

Issue  53-8 

Response:   EAs  are  amended  when  changes  occur  which  warrant  additional  analysis. 

Issue  53-9 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l.a)  (Clearcut) .   See  last  paragraph  of  the 

introduction  to  Chapter  II  concerning  cumulative  effects. 

Issue  53-10 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  F.2.  (Monitoring  and  Studies). 

Issue  54-1 

Response:   See  Preface. 

Issue  54-2 

Response:   See  all  responses  to  common  issue  12  (Church  Guidelines) . 

Issue  54-3 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  14  (Timber  Management) . 

Issue  54-4 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Sections  A.  (Air  Quality),  B.  (Soils),  C.  (Water 

Resources),  I.  (Visual  Resources),  and  responses  to  issues  19-43  and  50-1. 

Issue  54-5 

Response:   See  reponse  to  common  issue  14  (Timber  Management). 

Issue  54-6 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities) ,  12"b" 

(Church  Guidelines),  and  Table  Nineteen,  Appendix  B. 

Issue  54-7 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  15  (Scope  of  SE1S)  and  issue  19-25. 

The  BLM  Medford  District's  current  land  use  plans  (management  framework  plans), 
were  completed  in  1979  and  1980,  and  will  be  in  effect  until  replaced  by  new  land 
use  plans  (resource  management  plans). 

Issue  54-8 

Response:   See  Chapter  II. 

Issue  54-9 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  E.  (Alternatives),  responses  to  common  issues 

14  (Timber  Management)  and  15  (Scope  of  SEIS)  and  issue  19-1. 

Issue  54-10 

Response:   The  information  has  now  been  discussed  separately.   Impacts  to  air 

quality  are  included  in  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 
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Issue  54-11 

Response:   See  Preface  and  response  to  common  issue  14  (Timber  Management) . 

Issue  54-12 

Response:   Protection  for  federally  listed  species  under  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  remains  the  same  as  discussed  in  the  B'inal  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath 
Timber  Management  EISs.   See  responses  to  issues  17-4  and  19-24  through  19-33. 

Issue  54-13 

Response:   Although  not  available  for  mailing  with  the  draft  SEIS,  copies  of  the 

FEISs  were  available  for  review  at  the  Medford  District  office.   Also,  over  the 

years,  copies  have  been  sent  to  public  libraries,  interested  groups  and 

organizations,  governmental  agencies,  people  who  commented  on  the  final  EISs,  and 

individuals  upon  request  until  the  supply  of  several  hundred  documents  was 

exhausted. 

Issue  55-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 

Issue  56-1 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  12"a",  12  "b",  and  12"d"  (Church 

Guidelines)  and  Table  Nineteen,  Appendix  B. 

Issue  56-2 

Response:   The  impacts  relevant  to  the  change  in  harvest  ratio  are  addressed  in 
Chapter  II  (Affected  Environment  and  Environmental  Consequences  of  the  Proposed 
Action) .   Common  issue  1  (Erosion  and  Sedimentation)  also  addresses  impacts  of 
clearcutting  on  soil  erosion. 

The  majority  of  the  Medford  District  lies  within  what  is  termed  a  rain-dominated 
hydrologic  system  (Harr  1979).   Large  snowpacks  are  found  in  snow- dominated 
regions  such  as  the  Sierras  and  Rocky  Mountains.   The  Medford  District  has  some 
areas  of  shallow  snowpacks  in  the  Cascades  which  tend  to  cause  two  peak  flows 
annually.   The  first  peak  flow  results  from  fall  and  early  winter  rains  and  the 
second  results  from  spring  melt  of  winter  snow.   When  portions  of  watersheds  in 
the  snow  regions  are  clearcut,  the  timing  of  peak  flows  would  be  altered  by 
causing  the  snowpack  to  become  streamflow  earlier  in  the  season.   This  actually 
desynchronizes  the  timing  of  the  spring  peak  flow,  resulting  in  two  smaller  peak 
flows  in  the  spring  rather  than  one  large  peak  flow.   Consequently,  there  would 
be  a  reduction  in  any  downstream  flooding. 

Issue  56-3 

Response:   See  Preface  and  the  response  to  common  issue  14  (Timber  Management). 

Issue  56-4 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  9  (Reforestation  Activities) . 

Issue  58-1 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  12"a"  and  12"b"  (Church  Guidelines). 
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Issue  58-2 

Response:   The  Josephine  and  Jackson-Klamath  Timber  Management  Plans  have  been 
implemented.   This  SE1S  is  supplemental  to,  not  tiered  to  the  FEISs.   In  any 
case,  the  CEQ  regulations  clearly  provide  that  tiering  is  appropriate  when  the 
analysis  is  a  supplement  to  an  earlier  EIS.   The  CEQ  regulations  do  not  make 
implementation  of  the  earlier  EISs  a  pre- requisite  to  its  use  in  tiering  (40  CFR 
1502.20  and  1508.28) . 

Issue  58-3 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  12"b"  (Church  Guidelines)  and  Tables 

Nineteen  and  Twenty,  Appendix  B. 

Issue  58-4 

Response:   See  all  responses  to  common  issue  12  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  58-5 

Response:   Clearcutting  on  low  and  limited  intensity  lands  is  done  in  connection 
with  the  Forestry  Intensified  Research  Program  (see  Chapter  I,  Section  D.). 
Also,  see  response  to  common  issue  11  (Trial  Harvest  Program). 

Issue  58-6 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l. 

Issue  58-7 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.  and  responses  to  common  issues  9 

(Reforestation  Activities)  and  12"d"  and  12"g"  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  58-8 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D  and  response  to  common  issue  9  (Reforestation 

Activities) . 

Issue  58-9 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  13  (Alternatives). 

Issue  58-10 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D  and  response  to  common  issue  9  (Reforestation 

Activities) . 

Issue  58-11 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l.,  and  response  to  common  issue  12"g" 

(Church  Guidelines) . 

Issue  58-12 

Response:   Visual  resources  will  be  protected  according  to  management 
classifications  identified  in  the  FEISs.   See  response  to  issue  58-5.   In 
addition,  approximately  forty  percent  of  District  forest  lands  are  not  part  of 
the  land  base  used  in  calculating  the  allowable  cut.   Also  see  Chapter  I,  Section 
D.l.b)  (Shelterwood)  and  responses  to  common  issues  8  (Withdrawn  Areas)  and  12 
(Church  Guidelines)  regarding  the  value  of  shelterwood  system  for  silvicultural 
and  non- timber  resources. 
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Issue  58-13 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.  (Description  of  the  Proposed  Action). 

Issue  58-14 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  I.D.2. 

Issue  58-15 

Response:   This  situation  has  been  changed  in  this  final  SEIS. 

Issue  58-16 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  1  (Erosion  and  Sedimentation) .   Site 
specific  impacts  greater  than  those  contained  in  the  FEISs  and  this  SEIS  would  be 
addressed  in  the  timber  sale  EAs . 

Issue  58-17 

Response:   Tables  Ten  through  Fifteen  in  Appendix  B  provide  a  comparison  in 

impacts  between  this  SEIS  and  the  FEISs. 

The  maps  of  proposed  timber  sales  included  in  the  FEISs  were  only  for 
illustrative  purposes,  showing  graphically  an  example  of  a  typical  sale  plan. 
Each  year,  a  formal  timber  sale  plan  is  made  available  to  the  public  and  is 
consistent  with  the  example  shown  in  the  FEISs. 

Issue  58-18 

Response:   See  text  revision  in  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources)  for  an 

explanation  of  the  percentage  figures  used  to  calculate  the  increases  in  water 

yield. 

Issue  58-19 

Response:   The  assumption  that  water  yields  from  the  proposed  shelterwood  harvest 
acres  would  increase  by  40  percent  is  incorrect.   See  Chapter  II,  Section  C. 
(Water  Resources)  for  an  explanation. 

Issue  58-20 

Response:   The  increases  in  water  yield  were  calculated  over  the  entire  JSYU  and 

J-KSYU  to  compare  the  results  with  the  FEISs. 

Issue  58-21 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  2  (Stream  Protection). 

Issue  58-22 

Response:   Impacts  specific  to  given  watersheds  will  be  addressed  in  timber  sale 
EAs  for  affected  watersheds.   See  the  last  paragraph  of  the  introduction  of 
Chapter  II  concerning  cumulative  effects. 

Issue  58-23 

Response:   See  response  to  issue  50-1. 

Issue  59-1 

Response:  The  functions  of  the  organic  matter  in  the  forest  ecosystem  are  many 
and  include  the  following:  to  bind  mineral  soil  together  to  reduce  erosion,  to 
provide  nutrients,  to  absorb  moisture  and  retard  evaporation,  and  to  moderate 
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soil  temperature.   One  objective  of  both  shelterwood  and  clearcut  harvesting  is 
to  retain  as  much  organic  matter  on  the  site  as  possible  while  still  providing 
access  to  tree  planters. 

Issues  59-2 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D;  and  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  60-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  responses  to  common  issues  12"a"  and  12"b"  (Church 

Guidelines),  and  Tables  Nineteen  and  Twenty  (Appendix  B) . 

Issue  60-2 

Response:   Harvest  methods  are  project  design  features  described  in  Chapter  1  of 

each  FEIS. 

Issue  60-3 

Response:   A  reduction  in  miles  of  road  constructed  would  result  in  a  similar 

reduction  in  erosion  and  loss  of  soil  productivity  caused  by  road  construction. 

Road  construction  has  been  shown  to  increase  erosion  rates  220  times  over 

background  rates  based  on  research  in  Idaho  on  granitic  soils  (page  3-7,  JFEIS) . 

These  soils,  however,  are  more  erodible  than  the  majority  of  soils  on  the 

District. 

Issue  60-4 


rise:   For  soils  impacts,  see  Chapter  II,  Section  B.  (Soils),  and  pages  3-11 
through  3-24  of  the  JFEIS  and  pages  3-5  through  3-9  of  the  J- K  FEIS. 

See  text  revision  in  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources)  for  a  discussion  of 
summer  streamflow,  sedimentation,  and  temperature  changes. 

Chapter  II,  Section  E.  (Animals),  has  been  expanded  to  discuss  impacts  to  small 
game  and  non-  game  wildlife. 

Issue  60-5 

Response:   See  Chapter  I.,  Section  D.  (Description  of  the  Proposed  Action). 

Issue  60-6 

Response:   See  Table  Eighteen  of  Appendix  B. 

Issue  60-7 

Response:   The  timber  production  base  is  all  the  commercial  forest  land  used  to 
produce  timber  on  a  sustained  yield  basis  and  is  the  acreage  base  used  to  compute 
the  allowable  cut.   This  base  is  determined  through  the  timber  production 
capability  classification  (TPCC)  inventory  process.   The  two  most  critical 
elements  that  influence  the  magnitude  of  the  allowable  cut  are  total  wood  volume 
and  annual  wood  growth.   As  older  stands  are  harvested  and  replaced  with  vigorous 
young  growth  stands,  two  things  occur:   the  total  wood  volume  would  be  reduced  as 
timber  is  removed,  but  total  annual  growth  would  increase  over  time.   When  total 
growth  exceeds  the  allowable  cut,  indications  are  that  the  cut  could  be 
theoretically  increased  if  all  other  factors  were  to  remain  constant. 
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Issue  60-8 

Response:   See  all  responses  to  common  issue  12  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  60-9 

Response:   Site  specific  environmental  analysis  would  determine  any  need  for 

cutting  limitations  due  to  the  combined  effects  of  neighboring  actions. 

Issue  60-10 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  12"b"  (Church  Guidelines)  and  Table 

Nineteen,  Appendix  B. 

Issue  60-11 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  E.  (Alternatives)  and  response  to  common  issue 

15  (Scope  of  SEIS). 

Issue  60-12 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  E.  (Alternatives)  and  response  to  common  issue 

13  (Alternatives). 

Issue  61-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 

Issue  63-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  II. 

Issue  63-2 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  63-3 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D,  responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation 

Activities),  12"d"  (Church  Guidelines),  and  Table  Twenty  (Appendix  B) . 

Issue  65-1 

Response:   See  responses  to  issues  17-4,  19-24  through  19-33,  and  54-12.   There 
generally  is  no  shortage  of  forage  except  during  times  of  deep  or  prolonged 
snows.   However,  the  quality  of  forage,  especially  its  nutritional  value,  often 
is  a  problem  during  winter  months.   Clearcutting  followed  by  slash  burning 
increases  the  nutritional  level  of  forage  by  releasing  nutrients  and  by 
increasing  the  amount  of  sunlight  on  the  new  plants. 

Issue  65-2 

Response:   See  last  paragraph  of  the  introduction  to  Chapter  II,  concerning 

cumulative  effects. 

Issue  66-1 

Response:   See  common  issue  3  (Economics) . 

Issue  6  7-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics) . 

Issue  69-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 
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Issue  70-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D  (Description  of  the  Proposed  Action)  and 

response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 

Issue  70-2 

Response:   See  Tables  One,  Seventeen,  Eighteen,  and  Twenty  in  Appendix  B. 

Issue  70-3 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.  (Description  of  the  Proposed  Action)  and 
responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities)  and  12"d"  (Church 
Guidelines) . 

Issue  70-4 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  70-5 

Response:   See  response  to  issue  33-10. 

Issue  70-6 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.  (Description  of  the  Proposed  Action). 

Issue  71-1 

Response:   See  all  responses  to  common  issue  12  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  71-2 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  E.  (Alternatives). 

Issue  71-3 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.  (Description  of  the  Proposed  Action)  and 
responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities)  and  12"d"  (Church 
Guidelines).   For  a  bibliography,  see  Appendix  E  (References  Cited). 

Issue  75-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.  (Description  of  the  Proposed  Action)  and 
responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities)  and  12"d"  (Church 
Guidelines) . 

Issue  75-2 

Response:   See  Table  Eighteen  (Appendix  B) . 

Issue  75-3 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  E.  (Alternatives)  and  response  to  common  issue 

13  (Alternatives). 

Issue  75-4 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  A    (Economics). 

Issue  76-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Sections  A.  (Purpose  and  Need)  and  D.  (Description  of 

the  Proposed  Action) . 

Issue  76-2 

Response:   See  Preface  and  Chapter  1,  Sections  A.  (Purpose  and  Need),  and  E. 

(Alternatives) . 
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Issue   76-3 

Response:   Lands  suitable  for  high,  low,  and  limited  timber  management  are  shown 
on  maps  in  the  FEISs.   For  analysis  purposes,  an  estimate  of  these  lands  which 
are  suitable  for  clearcutting  was  made.   Specific  areas  to  be  clearcut  will  be 
determined  by  the  silvicultural  prescription  for  each  timber  sale.   Site  specific 
impact  analyses  are  documented  in  the  timber  sale  EAs  (see  Requirements  for 
Further  Environmental  Assessment,  page  1-46  of  the  Jackson-Klamath  FEIS  and  page 
1-63  of  the  Josephine  FEIS  and  Chapter  I,  Section  F.3.  (Requirements  for  Further 
Environmental  Analysis)  of  this  FSEIS.   Also  see  the  last  paragraph  of  the 
introduction  to  Chapter  II  concerning  cumulative  effects. 

Issue  76-4 

Response:   Both  forage  quantity  and  quality  are  greater  in  clearcuts  than  in 
shelterwood  since  ground  vegetation  receives  more  sunlight  and  does  not  have  to 
compete  with  trees  for  nutrients  and  water.   Forage  areas  near  cover  are 
preferred  so  animals  can  quickly  enter  cover  to  escape  predation  or  harassment. 
The  optimum  spacing  of  forage  and  cover  is  not,  however,  strictly  a  distance 
function.   Benches,  slopes,  aspects,  draws,  ridges,  and  other  factors  such  as 
disturbance  would  influence  the  distance  animals  would  forage  from  cover.   In 
general,  forage  use  starts  to  decrease  about  200  feet  from  cover  and  declines 
rapidly  beyond  600  feet  from  cover.   The  size  of  clearcuts  are  kept  at  the 
minimum  necessary  to  accomplish  multiple-use  management  objectives,  generally 
less  than  40  acres  in  size. 

The  majority  of  the  District  is  inhabited  by  black-  tailed  deer.   Mule  deer 
predominate  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  District;  however,  there  is  considerable 
overlap,  especially  in  the  Klamath  Resource  Area.   Relative  to  the  Alaska 
studies,  the  differences  in  location  and  severity  of  climate  between  Alaska  and 
southwest  Oregon  would  make  comparisons  tenuous  at  best.   District  analysis  of 
elk  use  includes  direct  observations,  indirect  indices  (e.g.,  pellet  groups  and 
tracks),  walking  routes,  and  spotlight  transects,  all  done  on  the  District  over  a 
period  of  years. 

Issue  76-5 

Response:   See  response  to  issue  17-4. 

Issue  76-6 

Response:   The  proposed  action  in  the  SEIS  would  reduce  the  number  of  acres 
impacted  Districtwide  from  timber  harvest  by  12,700  acres.   These  acres  would  be 
available  as  old  growth  and  mature  forest  habitat  through  this  planning  cycle. 
This  would  benefit  old  growth  dependent  wildlife  species  (see  response  to  comment 
19-28  for  snag  management) .   Snag  retention  would  be  monitored  during  timber  sale 
reviews  following  completion  of  logging. 

Issue  76-7 

Response:   The  ecological  changes  resulting  from  the  shift  in  harvest  practices 
identified  in  the  SEIS  would  not  be  significantly  different  than  those  addressed 
in  the  FEISs.   In  the  FEISs,  the  overstory  left  after  the  regeneration  cut  would 
be  removed  an  estimated  three  to  five  years  subsequent  to  successful 
reforestation.   Consequently,  whether  or  not  the  area  is  initially  shelterwood 
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cut  as  described  in  the  FEISs,  the  overstory-understory  relationship  would 
resemble  a  clearcut  in  three  to  five  years.   The  estimated  reduction  in  harvested 
acres  (.12,700)  estimated  in  the  SEIS,  would  enhance  the  ecology  of  old-growth 
overstory-understory  relationships . 

Issue  76-8 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  2  (Stream  Protection). 

Issue  76-9 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D  and  responses  to  common  issues  3  and  4 

(Economics),  9  (Reforestation  Activities),  and  12"b"  (Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  7  7-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  C.  (Water  Resources). 

Issue  78-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  15  (Scope  of  SEIS). 

Issue  78-2 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  E.  (Alternatives)  and  responses  to  common 

issues  13  (Alternatives),  14  (Timber  Management),  and  15  (Scope  of  SEIS). 

Issue  78-3 

Response:   See  Chapters  I  and  II  and  response  to  common  issue  15  (Scope  of  SEIS). 

Issue  78-4 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.  (Description  of  the  Proposed  Action);  and 
responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities)  and  12"b"  (Church 
Guidelines) .   The  study  was  available  to  public  review  during  the  comment  period 
and  is  still  available. 

Issue  78-5 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.  (Description  of  the  Proposed  Action),  and 

Appendix  E  (References  Cited) . 

Issue  78-6 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities)  and  12"b" 

(Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  78-7 

Response:   The  recommended  watershed  practices  in  the  MFPs  (also  identified  in 
FEISs)  are  guidelines  to  be  used  in  conjunction  with  on-site  investigations.   One 
or  more  practices  may  be  analyzed  through  the  environmental  analysis  process  and 
incorporated  into  the  timber  sale  contract.   Adverse  impacts  from  clearcutting  on 
slopes  exceeding  70  percent  may  be  reduced  to  acceptable  levels  by  such  practices 
as  utilizing  partial  or  complete  suspension  during  yarding  and/or  achieving  a 
cool  burn  or  not  burning.   Sites  that  would  receive  unacceptable  damage  if 
clearcut  would  be  shelterwood  cut  or  withdrawn  from  the  timber  base  through  the 
inventory  process. 

Issue  78-8 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l. 
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Issue  78-9 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.  (Description  of  the  Proposed  Action)  and 
responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities)  and  12"d"  (Church 
Guidelines) . 

Issue  78-10 

Response:   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.  (Description  of  Proposed  Action)  and 

responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities)  and  13  (Alternatives). 

Issue  78-11 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 

Issue  78-12 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  4  (Economics) . 

Issue  78-13 

Response:   Timely  regeneration  of  a  harvested  area  is  one  of  the  many  assumptions 
of  a  harvest  plan.   A  regeneration  period  of  four  years  was  recognized  for  the 
existing  (1980s)  allowable  cut  (pp.  1-13,  section  1.5.3,  JFE1S  and  pp.  1-20, 
section  1.2.6.1,  J-KFEIS) . 

The  "harvest  and  plant"  practice  is  the  base  allowable  cut  level.   As  additional 
intensive  management  practices  (e.g.,  thinnings)  are  implemented,  the  potential 
harvest  level  is  increased.   Table  1-7,  J-KFEIS,  shows  only  a  quantitative 
measure  attributable  to  each  practice  relative  to  the  planned  silvicultural 
treatments  shown  in  Table  1-1,  J-KFEIS. 

Issue  78-14 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  3  (Economics)  and  12"i"  and  12  "k" 

(Church  Guidelines). 

Issue  78-15 

Response:   The  text  of  Chapter  II,  Section  B.  (Soils)  has  adequately  addressed 

impacts  of  clearcutting  and  road  construction. 

Issue  78-16 

Response:   See  response  to  issue  33-11. 

Issue  78-17 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  B.  (Soils)  for  a  discussion  on  the  impacts  of 
burning  on  soil  productivity  and  erosion.   Also,  see  response  to  common  issue  1 
(Erosion  and  Sedimentation) . 

Issue  78-18 

Response:   Table  1-7  (J-KFEIS)  displays  the  quantitative  contribution  towards  the 
allowable  cut  for  control  of  gophers.   If  gopher  control  were  eliminated,  the 
allowable  cut  would  be  reduced.   Similarly,  when  other  intensive  practices 
(precommercial  thinning  and  herbicides)  are  not  implemented  to  full  levels,  the 
allowable  cut  is  reduced.   See  Table  Nineteen  of  Appendix  B. 

Issue  78-19 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  9  (Reforestation  Activities)  and  12"a" 

and  12"b"  (Church  Guidelines) . 


114 


Issue  78-20 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  14  (Timber  Management) . 

Issue  78-21 

Response:   See  Chapters  I  and  II  and  response  to  common  issue  15  (Scope  of  SEIS). 

Issue  78-22 

Response:   See  Chapter  II  (Affected  Environment  and  Environmental  Consequences  of 

the  Proposed  Action)  for  a  comparison  of  impacts. 

Issue  78-23 

Response:   See  responses  to  common  issues  14  (Timber  Management)  and  15  (Scope  of 

SEIS) . 

Issue  78-24 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  15  (Scope  of  SEIS). 

Issue  79-1 

Response:   See  response  to  common  issue  3  (Economics). 

Issue  80-1 

Response:   See  Chapter  II,  Section  A.  (Air  Quality). 
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TABLE  ONE 
Decadal  Acreage  Estimates 


Josephine  SYU 


Activity 

Clearcut 
-Initial  Entry 

-De  facto 

TOTAL  CLEARCUT 


Proposed  Action 
FEIS  1/  (SETS) 


5.000 


5,000 


8,800 
25,000 
33,800 


Jackson/Klamath  SYLfs 

Proposed  Action 

FEIS  1/        (skis; 


4.000 


4,000 


4,700 
16,800 
21,500 


District  Totals 

Proposed  Action 

FEIS  (SKIS; 


9.000 


9,000 


13,500 
41,800  3/ 
55,300  5/ 


CO 


Shelterwood 
-Regeneration  Cut    41,000 

-Overstory  9,000 

Removal 


TOTAL  SHELTERWOOD     50,000 


4,100 
8,100 

12,200 


27,200 
32,800 

60,000 


13,200 
25,600 

38,800 


68,200 

41,800 

110,000  2/ 


17,300  4/ 
33,7uO 

51,000  6/ 


TOTAL  HARVEST 


55,000 


46,000  7/ 


64,000 


60,300  7/ 


119,000 


106, 30U  7/ 


1/ 

Figures 

(FEISs). 

11 

Acreage 

for  over 

3/ 

Acreage 

4/ 

Includes 

5/ 

Includes 

6/ 

Includes 

7/ 

Estimate 

remainde 

accompli 

from  Tables  1—1  of  the  Josephine  and  Jackson/Klamath  Timber  Management  Environmental  Statements 

originally  included  as  previous  entry  shelterwood  in  the  FEISs,  33,700  for  regeneration  cut  and  8,10u 

story  removal. 

identified  for  both  previous-entry  and  initial-entry  shelterwoods  in  tne  FEISs. 

only  initial  entry  shelterwoods. 

the  701  acres  from  the  Trial  Harvest  Program  (see  Table  Seventeen;. 

the  2,436  acres  from  the  Trial  Harvest  Program  (see  Table  Seventeen;, 
s  based  on  accomplishments  (80-84;  and  projections  from  the  five-year  timber  sale  plan  for  the 
r  of  the  decadal  plan  (85-89  JSYU  and  85-90  J-KSYU; .   See  Table  Eighteen  for  timber  sale 
shments. 


TABLE  TWO 
Road  Construction  Projections 


Josephine  Sustained  Yield  Unit 
FY  80-89 


FEIS  Proposed  Action       SEIS  Proposed  Action  1/ 
(Miles) (Acres) (Miles) (Acres) 

500       4,340  360       3,125 


Jackson- Klamath  Sustained  Yield  Units 
FY  81-90 

FEIS  Proposed  Action       SEIS  Proposed  Action  1/ 
(Miles) (Acres)   (Miles) (Acres) 


375        1,770  350       1,652 


Total  875       6,110  710       4,777 


1/  Estimates  based  on  accomplishments  (80-84)  and  projections  from  five  year 
timber  sale  plan  for  remainder  of  decadal  plan  (85-89  JSYU  and  85-90  J~KSYUs) 
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TABLE  THREE 
Reforestation  Data 
Stocking  analysis  by  harvest  type  (acres) 


Harvest 
Action 

Clearcut 

Partial  Cut 

Backlog  4/ 

Other  5/ 

Total 

(16%) 

27,137  27,221 

(42%)  (42%) 

1/  See  Glossary. 

2/  See  Glossary. 

3/  See  Glossary. 

4/  Includes:   (1)  7,833  acres  of  plantable  backlog;  grass-brushf ield  reclamation, 

hardwood  and  non-commercial  conifer  conversion  (2)  3,522  acres  of  successful 

conversion  and  acceptance  of  a  backlog  unit. 

5/  Includes  units  denuded  by  fire,  insects,  disease,  and  animals. 


Under  1/ 
Stocked 

Stocked 

Unestablished  2/ 

Minimum   Target 

1,426      9,154 

Stocked 
Established  3/ 
Minimum   Target 

2,779    14,503 

Total 

4,222 

32,084 

3,062 

821 

9,802 

319 

3,287 

17,291 

2,701 

466 

3,258 

1,417 

3,513 

11,355 

396 

299 

1,911 

118 

1,285 

4,009 

10,381 
(16%) 

3,012 

24,125 

4,633 

22,588 

64,739 

B .    Stocking  analysis  by  planting  fiscal  year:   1.979  -  1984 


Fiscal 

Acres 
Planned 

Underst 

ocked 

Stocked 

Year 

Acres 

Percent 

Acres 

Percent 

1979 

5,558 

449 

8 

5,109 

92 

1980 

6,321 

570 

9 

5,751 

91 

1981 

6,858 

274 

h 

6,584 

96 

1982 

4,902 

194 

4 

4,708 

96 

1983 

4,126 

39 

1 

4,087 

99 

1984 

6,755 

319 

5 

6,437 

95 

Total 

34,520 

1,845 

32,676 

Sources: 

A.  Tabulated  from  all  units 

exc 

ept 

initial 

survey  currently  in  the 

Reforestation  Record  Card  System  (STORMS).   Data  from  the  March  1985 
computer  data  file  (MEDRR)  was  used  for  the  analysis. 
B.  Resource  Area  -  Medford  District. 
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TABLE  FOUR 

Gross  Acres  of  Site  Preparation  Accomplished  to  1984 
and  Estimated  for  Remaining  of  Decade 


1/ 

Percent  2/ 

Site  Prep 

Percent  of 

Site  Prep 

Percent 

of  Total 

Acres 

Total 

Acres 

of 

Total 

Burned 

Accomplished 

Accomplished 

Projected 

Projected 

Projected 

DISTRICT 

Broadcast  Burn 

10,772 

27 

27,850 

hi 

76 

Tractor  Pile 

5,622 

14 

3,436 

5 

9 

Hand  Pile 

1,070 

3 

5,439 

8 

15 

No  Burn 

22,036 

_5«L 

30,075 

45 

— 

Total 

39,500 

100 

66,800 

100 

100 

JOSEPHINE 

Broadcast  Burn 

5,639 

37 

16,587 

54 

98 

Tractor  Pile 

1,254 

8 

3/ 

3/ 

3/ 

Hand  Pile 

133 

1 

274 

1 

2 

No  Burn 

8,174 

54 

13,939 

45 

— 

Total 

15,200 

100 

30,800 

100 

100 

JACKSON  KLAMATH 

Broadcast  Burn 

5,133 

21 

11,263 

31 

57 

Tractor  Pile 

4,368 

18 

3,436 

10 

17 

Hand  Pile 

937 

4 

5,165 

14 

26 

No  Burn 

13,862 

5  7 

16,136 

45 

— 

Total 

24,300 

100 

36,000 

100 

100 

1/  From  five  year  timber  sale  plan. 
2/  Excluding  no  burn  acres. 
3/  Less  than  one. 
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TABLE  FIVE 
Analysis  of  District  Burn  Program 


JSYU       J-KSYU     District 


1.  Estimated  Acres  to  Burn  (FEISs)  10,000      23,700      33,700 

2.  Actual  Acres  Burned  through  FY84  4,934       4,862       9,796 

3.  Estimated  Acres  Remaining  to  be  Burned 

(SEIS)   1/  14,105       10,055       24,160 

4.  Total  Acres  Estimated  to  be  Burned  for 
Decade  2/ 

5 .  Estimated  Percent  Change  Over  FEISs   3/ 

6.  Estimated  FEIS  Acres  Burned/Year 

7 .  Actual  Acres  Burned/Year  Through  FY84   4/ 

8.  SEIS  Estimated  Acres  to  Burn/Year  (FY85  to 
end  of  decade)   5/ 

9.  Percent  Change  Over  FEIS  Acres/Year 

1/  From  Table  6  Appendix  B. 

2/  Row  2  and  Row  3  =  Row  4. 

3/  Row  4  -  Row  1  x  100%  »  JSYU         Row  1  -  Row  4  x  100  =  J-KSYUs 
Row  1  Row  1 

4/  For  JSYU  Row  2   for  JKSYUs   Row  2 
5  years  4  years 

5/  For  JSYU  Row  3   for  JKSYUs   Row  3 
5  years  6  years 


9,039 

14,917 

33,956 

+  90 

4% 

-  37 

1% 

+  1.0% 

1,000 

2,370 

3,370 

987 

1,216 

2,203 

2,821 

1,676 

4,497 

182. 

0% 

29. 

4% 

+    33.4% 
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TABLE  SEVEN 

Cross  Section  Sample 
Broadcast  Burn  Units 


Master 

Unit  Timber  Sale  Name 

J  Low  East 

J  Low  East 

J  Cedar  Wallow 

J  Cedar  Wallow 

J  Cedar  Wallow 

J  Cedar  Wallow 

J-K  Fielder  Mountain 

J-K  Foots  Creek 

J-K  Quartz  Box 

J-K  Benson  Gulch 

J-K  Texter 

J-K  Texter 

J-K  Cedar  Mountain 

J-K  Cedar  Mountain 

J-K  Battle  Creek 

J-K  Right  Rock 

J-K  Button  Butte 

J-K  Swamp  Divide 

J-K  Alex- Palmer 

J  White  Horse 

J  Gold  Mountain 

J  Blown  Panther 

J  White  Horse 

J  White  Horse 

J  Walker  Return 

J  Walker  Return 

J-K  Beaver  Return 

J-K  Sugar  Kane 


Tons 

of  Fuel/Acre 

Unit 

Before 

Total 

Weighted 

Number 

Acres 

Burning 

After 

Burned 

Average 

1 

31 

37.7 

27.5 

10.2 

.512 

3 

36 

46.0 

23.3 

22.7 

1.322 

5 

22 

47.7 

18.3 

24.4 

.868 

I 

25 

38.0 

19.2 

18.8 

.761 

2 

20 

40.5 

21.4 

19.0 

.614 

3 

38 

33.7 

19.3 

14.4 

.885 

1 

11 

30.4 

10.2 

20.2 

.359 

7 

20 

37.0 

10.1 

25.9 

.838 

1 

33 

37.0 

15.9 

21.1 

1.332 

1 

8 

20.0 

17.3 

2.7 

.035 

2 

3 

23.9 

5.0 

18.9 

.092 

C 

3 

23.9 

10.4 

13.5 

.174 

1 

33 

25.9 

4.0 

21.9 

1.169 

2 

33 

25.9 

8.0 

17.9 

.956 

7  A 

II 

22.2 

8.9 

13.3 

.236 

8 

18 

43.0 

12.2 

30.8 

.897 

1 

13 

18.2 

11.3 

6.9 

.145 

1 

35 

27.9 

9.1 

18.8 

1.065 

c 

32 

27.2 

13.4 

13.8 

.715 

3 

9 

42.7 

17.7 

25.0 

.364 

1 

16 

32.5 

9.3 

23.2 

.603 

1 

9 

31.7 

13.7 

18.0 

.262 

8 

25 

42.7 

17.0 

25.7 

1.039 

9 

16 

42.7 

22.0 

20.7 

.536 

11 

17 

30.0 

14.5 

15.5 

.426 

5 

15 

20.0 

7.5 

12.5 

.303 

1 

55 

30.0 

15.5 

14.5 

1.290 

19 

20 

11.0 

4.0 

7.0 

.227 

Total 

618 

889.4 

386.0 

497.4 

18.0 

High 

55 

47.7 

27.5 

30.8 

Low 

3 

11.0 

4.0 

2.7 

Average 

13.8 

31.7 

13.8 

17.7 

Source:   BLM  Medford  District 
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TABLE  EIGHT 

Cross  Section  Sample 
Hand  Pile  Units 


Tons  of  Fuel/Acre 


Master 

Unit 

Before 

Unit 

Timber  Sale  Name 

Number 

Burning 

After 

Burned 

J-K 

Left  Fielder 

37A 

8 

0 

8 

J-K 

Little  Boulder 

17-1C 

10 

0 

10 

J-K 

Mayberry 

9 

8 

0 

8 

J-K 

Snake  Swamp 

4 

8 

0 

8 

J-K 

Burton  Butte 

11 

8 

0 

8 

J-K 

Ash  Flat 

1 

8 

0 

8 

J-K 

South  Salt 

1-5 

8 

0 

8 

Total 


58 


58 


High 

Low 

Average 


10 
8 
8.2 


10 
8 
8.2 


Source:   BLM  Medford  District 
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TABLE  NINE 


Cross  Section  Sample 

Tractor  Piles 

Tons  Per 

Total 

Net 

Acre 

Tons 

Acres  1/ 

Tons 

Weighted 

Master 

Unit 

Gross 

Before 

Per 

in  Burn 

Per 

Tons  Per 

Unit 

Timber  Sale  Name 

Number 

Acres 

Piling 

Unit 

Piles  2/ 

Acre  3/ 

Acre 

J-K 

Cold  Johnson 

1 

75 

30 

2,250 

8.25 

272 

12.165 

J-K 

Shasta  17 

1 

38 

30 

1,140 

4.18 

272 

6.163 

J-K 

Shasta  Regen. 

1 

52 

35 

1,820 

5.72 

318 

9.860 

J-K 

Nameless  Springs 

3 

118 

35 

4,130 

12.98 

318 

22.376 

J-K 

Jenny  Thin 

1 

40 

35 

1,400 

3.85 

363 

8.659 

J-K 

Clover 

SSA&B 

150 

25 

3,750 

16.50 

227 

20.304 

JHK 

Indian  Prairie 

SSA 

275 

40 

11,000 

30.25 

363 

59.526 

J-K 

Owen  Lindsy 

SSB 

26 

30 

780 

2.86 

272 

4.217 

J-K 

Cold  Creek 

SSB 

200 

25 

5,000 

22.00 

227 

27.072 

J-K 

Brush  Mountain 

1 

10 

40 

400 

1.10 

363 

2.165 

J-K 

North  Surveyor 

1 

12.4 

40 

4,960 

13.64 

363 

26.841 

J-K 

Upper  Jenny 

1 

87 

40 

3,610 

9.57 

377 

19.558 

J-K 

Indian  Prairie 

1 

100 

25 

2,500 

11.00 

227 

13.536 

J 

Deer  Wreck 

1 

39 

25 

975 

4.29 

227 

5.279 

J 

Russel  Scar 

1&2 

22 

20 

440 

2.42 

181 

2.374 

J 

Anchor  RRSP 

1 

5 

20 

100 

0.55 

181 

.539 

J 

Quines  Creek 

1 

5 

10 

50 

0.55 

91 

.271 

J-K 

Elk  Glade 

1 

27 

11 

300 

2.97 

101 

1.626 

J 

Walker  Scar 

1 

66 

23 

1,848 

7.26 

254 

9.996 

J 

Sourgrass 

2 

7 

20 

140 

.77 

181 

.756 

J 

Hansen  Saddle 

1,2,3 

74 

25 

1,850 

8.14 

227 

10.017 

J 

Elk  Cleanup 

1,2 

97 

27 

2,616 

10.67 

245 

14.171 

J 

Brass  Monkey 

1,2 

40 

21 

840 

4.40 

191 

4.555 

Total 


1,677 


183.92   5,841    282.03 


1/  Percent  of  ground  covered  by  tractor  piled  slash  was  calculated  with  tne 
following  formula: 

A.  Average  pile  diameter  approximately  32.5  feet 

A  (acres)  =   R  2  (radius  squared)  =    x  16.25  =  830  square  feet  (sq.  ft.) 

B.  Average  pile  per  acre  =  6 

6  x  830  sq.  ft.  =  4,980  sq.  ft. 

4,980  sq.  ft.  divided  by  43,560  sq.  ft.  =  11  percent 

C.  Conclusion:  average  pile  occupies 
11  percent  of  the  acres  piled 

2/  Gross  acres  were  reduced  to  11  percent  of  the  total  to  show  net  acres  burned. 

3/  Net  acres  were  divided  into  total  tons  per  unit  to  report  concentrated  slash. 
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TABLE  TEN 

Potential  Emissions  Caused  by  Slash  Burning  in  the 
Josephine  Sustained  yield  Unit  (JSYU) 


Amount  of  slash 
that  would  be 
burned 


Weight  of  emissions  Calculated  weight  of 

produced  per  ton  of  emissions  produced  by  Volume  of 

Emissions  produced   slash  burned  tlie  proposal  each  year  airshed 

by  burning  slash        (lbs/ ton)  (pounds)  (cubic  miles) 


JFEIS 

31,500  tons/yr.   particulates 


carbon  monoxide 
hydrocarbons  (as  C) 


17 
60 
12 


ffl 

O 

JSEIS  1/ 

oxides  of  nitrogen 

2 

50,778  tons/yr. 

particulates 

17 

carbon  monoxide 

60 

hydrocarbons  (as  C) 

12 

oxides  of  nitrogen 

2 

53b ,000  lb. 

1,890,000  lb. 

378,000  lb. 

63,000  lb. 


863,226  lb. 

3,046,680  lb. 

609,336  lb. 

101,556  lb. 


2,656 


2,DJD 


Amount  of   Existing  level 
emissions   of  emissions 
per  volume  per  volume  of 
of  air     air  (1975) 

(tons/ cubic  mile) 


Potential 
increase 


0.101 

1.086 

9.3  % 

0.356 

7.596 

4.7  % 

0.071 

No  data 

- 

U.012 

1.877 

U.D  % 

0.163 

l.UOO 

14.9  % 

0.574 

7.596 

7.5  % 

0.115 

No  data 

- 

0.019 

1.877 

1.0  % 

1/  18  tons/acre  x  14,105  net  acres 
5  years 


Amount  of 

slash  that  Emissions 

would  be  produced  by 

burned/year  burning  slash 


table  eleven 

Potential  Emissions  Caused  by  Slasn  Burning  in  the 
Jackson/Klamath  Sustained  Yield  Unit  (J-KSYU) 


Weight  of 
emissions 
produced 
per  ton 
of  slash 
burned  1/ 
(lbs/ ton") 


Calculated 
weight  of 
emissions 
produced  by 
the  proposal 
each  year 
(tons) 


Total  annual  Total  annual 
weigtit  of     weight  of 


emissions 
from  slash 
burning- 
1977 
(tons/yr) 


emissions 

from  all 

sources 

1977  2/ 

(tons/yr) 


Percent  addi- 
tional emissions 
from  proposed 
action  compared 

to  that  pres- 
ently produced 
by  slash  burning 


Percent 

additional 

emissions 

from  proposed 

slasn  burning 

(compared  to 

all  sources) 


J-KFEISs 


05 
I 


J-KSEIS 


particulates 

17-67 

635-2,500 

1,130 

4,520 

carbon  monoxide 

20-500 

750-18,750 

8,010 

33,300 

hydrocarbons 

10-40 

375-1,500 

- 

no  data 

(as  carbon) 

oxides  of 

2-6 

75-225 

2^0 

6,202 

nitrogen 

/   particulates 

17-67 

397-1, 5o6 

1,130 

4,52U 

carbon  monoxide 

20-500 

468-11,689 

8,010 

33,300 

hydrocarbons 

10-40 

234-935 

— 

no  data 

(as  carbon) 

oxides  of 

2-6 

47-140 

250 

6,262 

nitrogen 

1/  U.S.  EPA  1978 

2/  0DEQ  1976b  (tons  of  emissions/year  X  area  JKSYUs) 

area  AQCR 
3/  26.2  tons/acre  x  10,055  acres 
6  years 


56-220 
9-234 


30-90 

35-139 
6-146 


19-5b 


14-55 
2-56 


1-4 

9-35 
1-35 


.8-2 


TABLE  TWELVE 


03 


A  Comparison  of  Estimated  Water  Yield  Between  the  JFEIS  and  this  SEIS  (Josephine  Sustained  Yield  unit; 

Existing  Situation  (1979)      Total  Area  (ac.  1/)  85b, 844 

Annual  Water  Yield  per  Acre  (AF  2/    /ac./yr.)  3/     2.0 

Annual  Water  Yield  (AF/yr.)  1,713,088 

Water  Yield  for  10-year  Period  (AF/10  yr.)  17,136,881) 


Increase  in  Water  Yield 

Clearcut 

JFEIS  SEIS 

Area  (Harvest-acres,  Road-miles)   5,000  33,800 

Current  Water  Yield  per  acre  (AF/ac./yr.)  4/   .     3.0  3.0 

Percent  Water  Yield  Increase  5/ 40  4(J 

Water  Yield  Increase  per  acre  (AF/Ac.)   ....     1.2  1.2 

First  Year  Water  Yield  Increase  (AF/yr.)   .  .  .   6,000  40,560 
Increased  Water  Yield  for  10-year  period 

(AF/10  yr.)  6/   18,000  121,680 

Summary  of  Incr e a sed  Water  Yield  for  10-Year  Period  (AF/10  yr.) 

JFEIS 
Clearcut  18,000 

Shelterwood  75,000 

Road  Construction  86,800 

Total  Increase  in  Water  Yield  (AF/10  yr.)  .  .  .    179,800 


Shelterwood 


Road  Construction  7/ 


JFEIS 


Si^lS 


JFEIS 


SEIS 


50,000 

12,200 

500 

36U 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

25 

33 

100 

100 

0.5 

0.7 

2.0 

2.0 

25,000 

8,540 

8 

,680 

b,250 

75,000 

25,620 

86 

,800 

62,500 

SEIS 

121,680 
25,620 
62,500 

209,800 


Percent  Increase  in  Water  Yield  Over  Existing  Situation  for  10-Year  Period 


JFEIS 
1.0 


SEIS 
1.2 


1/  ac,  -  acre 

2/  AF  -  acre  feet 

3/  Annual  water  yield  for  the  JSYU  is  from  the  JFEIS  pg.  3-24. 

4/  Current  water  yields  are  from  the  JFEIS:   clearcut  pg.  3-24,  shelterwood  pg.  3-24;  roads  pg.  3-28. 

3/  Percent  water  yield  increase  is  from  the  JFEIS:   clearcut  pg.  3-24,  shelterwood  (JFEIS)  pg.  3-24,  stielterwood 

"(SEIS)  -  obtained  by  interpolation  between  values  for  the  JFEIS  shelterwood  and  clearcut,  roads  pg.  3-28. 

6/  Increased  water  yield  is  calculated  for  the  10-year  period  covered  by  the  JFEIS.   Assumptions  are  the  same  as 

Those  in  the  JFEIS:   linear  decrease  in  annual  water  yield  over  a  five-year  period  (except  roads  which  result  in 

a  permanent  water  yield  increase)  and  all  harvesting  and  road  building  occurs  in  the  first  year  of  the  10-year 

period. 

7/  Roads  -  the  factor  used  to  convert  linear  miles  of  roads  to  acres  of  land  was  8.68  which  is  used  in  the  JFEIS 

pg.  3-28. 
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A  Comparison  of  Estimated  Water  Yield  Between  the  J-KFEIS  and  the  FSEIS  (Jackson-Klamath  Sustained  Yield  Unit) 

Existing  Situation  (1980)      Total  Area  (ac.  1/) 

Annual  Water  Yield  per  Acre  (AF  2/  /ac./yr.)  3/ 

Annual  Water  Yield  (AF/yr.) 

Water  Yield  for  10-year  Period  (AF/10  yr.) 

Increase  in  Water  Yield 

Clearcut 

J-KFEIS  SETS 

Area  (Harvest-acres,  Road-miles)   4,000  21,500 

Current  Water  Yield  per  acre  (AF/ac./yr„ )  47       2.5  2.5 

Percent  Water  Yield  Increase   5/   40  40 

Water  Yield  Increase  per  acre  (AF/Ac.)   ....     1.0  1.0 

First  Year  Water  Yield  Increase  (AF/yr.)   .  .  .   4,000  21,500 
Increased  Water  Yield  for  10-year  period 

(AF/10  yr.)  6/   12,000  64,500 


1,398 

,042 

yr.)    3/ 

2.5 

3,495 

105 

••) 

34,951 

050 

Stielt 

erwood 

Road   Construction 

J-KFEIS 

SEIS 

J-KFEIS 
375 

SEIS 

60,000 

38,800 

350 

2.5 

2.5 

2.5 

2.5 

25 

33 

20 

20 

0.6 

0.8 

0.5 

0.5 

36,000 

31,040 

885 

826 

108,000    93,120 


8,850 


8,260 


Summary  of  Increased  Water  Yield  for  10-Year  Period  (AF/10  yr.) 

J-KFEIS  SEIS 

Clearcut                                        12,000  64,500 

Shelterwood                                    108,000  93,120 

Road  Construction                                 8,850  8,260 

Total  Increase  in  Water  Yield  (AF/10  yr.)  .  .  .    128,850  165,880 

Percent  Increase  in  Water  Yield  Over  Existing  Situation  for  10-Year  Period 


J-KFEIS 
0.4 


SEIS 
0.5 


1/  ac.  -  acre 

2/   AF  -  acre  feet 

3/  Annual  water  yield  for  tne  J-KSYU  is  from  the  J-KFEIS  pg.  3-9. 

4/  Current  water  yields  are  from  the  J-KFEIS,  pg.  3-9. 

5/  Percent  water  yield  increase  from  the  J-KFEIS  pg.  3-10  except  for  the  SEIS  shelterwood.   The  percent  increase 

for  the  SEIS  shelterwood  obtained  by  interpolating  between  the  values  for  the  J-KFEIS  shelterwood  and  clearcut. 

6/    Increased  water  yield  is  calculated  for  the  10-year  period  covered  by  the  J-KFEIS.   Assumptions  are  the  same 

as  those  in  the  J-KFEIS:   linear  decrease  in  annual  water  yield  over  a  five-year  period  (except  roads  which 

result  in  a  permanent  water  yield  increase)  and  all  harvesting  and  road  building  occurs  in  the  first  year  of  the 

10-year  period. 

7/  Roads  -  the  factor  used  to  convert  linear  miles  of  roads  to  acres  of  land  was  4.7  2  (from  J-KFEIS). 


TABLE  FOURTEEN 

A  Comparison  of  Estimated  Sediment  Yield  Between  the 

JFEIS  and  this  SEIS  for  Road  Construction: 

Josephine  Sustained  Yield  Unit 


Road  Construction 


JFEIS        SEIS 


Miles  of  Road  Construction 500         360 

First  Year  Sediment  Yield  (tons)  1/  440,781     317,383 

Total  Yield  Five  Years  After  Construction  (tons)  2/  .  .  .  1,322,343     952,149 


The  revised  estimate  for  road  construction  would  result  in  a  28  percent  reduction 
in  sediment  yield  estimated  for  the  JFEIS. 


1/  Assumptions  include:   First  year  sediment  yield  is  65,000  tons/square  mile 
(JFEIS,  pg.  3-34),  and  all  road  construction  occurs  during  the  first  year  of  the 
ten- year  period. 

2/  Total  yield  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  sediment  yield  for  the  lands 
subjected  to  road  construction  would  decrease  after  the  first  year  at  an  even 
rate  to  reach  background  sediment  yield  of  5,000  tons/square  mile/yr.  after  five 
years  (JFEIS,  pg.  3-34). 
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TABLE  FIFTEEN 

A  Comparison  of  Estimated  Sediment  Yield  Between  the 

J-KFEIS  and  this  SEIS  for  Road  Construction: 

Jackson-Klamath  Sustained  Yield  Unit 


Road  Construction 


Miles  of  Road  Construction   ...  

First  Year  Sediment  Yield  (tons)  1/  

Total  Yield  Five  Years  After  Construction  (tons)  2/ 


J-KFEIS 


SEIS 


375 

350 

1,245 

1,162 

3,735 

3,485 

The  revised  estimate  for  road  construction  would  result  in  a  seven  percent 
reduction  in  sediment  yield  estimated  for  the  J-KFEIS. 


1/  Assumptions  include:   First  year  sediment  yield  is  450  tons/square  mile 
(J-KFEIS,  pg.  3-11)  and  all  road  construction  occurs  during  the  first  year  of  the 
ten-year  period. 

2/  Total  yield  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  sediment  yield  for  the  lands 
subjected  to  road  construction  would  decrease  after  the  first  year  at  an  even 
rate  to  reach  200  tons/square  mile/yr.  after  five  years  (J-KFEIS,  pg.  3-11). 
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TABLE  SIXTEEN 

Medford  District  Stocking  Standards: 

Plot  Size  to  Obtain  Target  Level  and  Minimum  Level  Number  of 

Well-Spaced  Trees  Per  Acre 


Target 

Acre 

Minimum 

Acre 

Site 

Standard 

Fraction 

Plot 

Standard 

Fraction 

Plot 

Class 

TPA  1/ 

Equivalent 

2/ 

Radius 

TPA  1/ 

Equivalent 

2/ 

Radius 

II 

320 

1/533 

5.1 

150 

1/250 

7.5 

III 

280 

1/467 

5.5 

150 

1/250 

7.5 

IV 

245 

1/408 

5.8 

150 

1/250 

7.5 

V 

200 

1/333 

6.5 

100 

1/170 

9.0 

1/  Trees  per  acre  (TPA) 

2/  Acre  Fraction  Equivalent  is  determined  by  dividing  tbe  target  or  minimum 
standard  acceptable  number  of  well- spaced  trees  per  acre  by  60  percent. 

Source:   BLM  Manual  5705. 
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TABLE  SEVENTEEN 
Trial  Harvest  Program 


Total 

Total  4/ 

OFFERED 

3/ 

Acres 

Volume 

FEISs 
Acres 

1/ 
Volume  2/ 

LTM 

5/ 

LM 
CC 

5/ 

SW 

LIM  and  LM 
Offered 

LIM  and  LM 

CC  6/ 

SW  7/ 

Offered 

JSYU 

5,000 

90 

305 

1,551 

110 

25 

1,991 

34.9 

J-KSYU 

4,900 

50 

275 

860 

11 

— 

1,146 

15.2 

Total 

9,900 

140 

580 

2,411 

121 

25 

3,137 

50.1 

1/  Decadal  values  from  LIM  acres . 

2 /  MM  bd .  ft.  conifer  volume. 

3/  JSYU  (80-85);  J-KSYUs  (81-85).   No  additional  timber  sales  involving  LIM  and 
LM  lands  are  planned  for  the  remainder  of  the  decade  (FY86  -  FY89  for  JSYU  and 
FY86-FY90  for  J-KSYUs). 

4/  Includes  3.1  MM  bd.  ft.  from  LM  acres. 

5/  LIM  -  Low  Intensity  Management 
LM  -  Limited  Management 

6/  CC  -  Clearcut 

7/  SW  -  Shelterwood 
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TABLE  EIGHTEEN 

Timber  Sale  Accomplishments: 
Acres  Sold  -  High  Intensity  Management  Lands 


JOSEPHINE  SYU 


Harvest 
Method 


80 


81 


FISCAL  YEAR  -  - 
82        83 


84 


TOTAL 


Clearcut 

-  Initial  Entry  1/  279 

-  De  facto  1,554 

Shelterwood 

-  Regeneration  Cut  1,853 

-  Overstory  Removal  1,148 

Total  4,834 


488 
865 


1,148 
323 

2,824 


686 
2,018 


494 
842 

4,040 


1,247 
2,525 


512 
912 

5,196 


1,021 
1,937 


77 
675 

3,710 


3 

721 

8 

899 

4 

,084 

3 

,900 

20 

,604 

2/ 

JACKSON-  KLAMATH  SYUs 


Harvest 
Method 

Clearcut 

-  Initial  Entry  1/ 

-  De  facto 

Shelterwood 

-  Regeneration  Cut 

-  Overstory  Removal 

Total 


_  _  _  _ 

-  --  FISCAL 

YEAR  -  - 

81 

82 

83 

84 

527 

328 

681 

1,180 

288 

1,066 

2,015 

1,916 

1,800 

3,110 

1,580 

369 

1,044 

4,046 

2,624 

2,677 

3,659 


8,550 


6,900 


5,491 


District  Total 


TOTAL 


2,716 
5,285 


6,859 
10,391 

25,251  2/ 
45,855  3/ 


1/  Includes  right-of-way  acreage. 

2/  Total  acreage  could  be  adjusted  due  to  Federal  Timber  Contract  Payment 

Modifcation  Act  (P.L.  98-478). 
3/  Included  in  decadal  acreage  estimates  -  Table  One. 


B-  18 


TABLE  NINETEEN 

Timber  Sale  Volume  Offered  (MMBF): 
High  Intensity  Management  Lands 


Fiscal 
Year 

JOSEPHINE  SYU 
Offered 

JACKSON- KLAMATH  SYUs 
Offered 

DISTRICT 
Offered 

1980 

99 

124.0 

223.0  1/ 

1981 

89 

117.5 

206.5  2/ 

1982 

95 

118.0 

213.0 

1983 

93 

115.0 

208.0  3/ 

1984 

78 

107.0 

185.0  4/ 

1985 

82 

117.0 

199.0  5/ 

1/  Adjustment  to  balance  Jackson-Klamath  19  70s  decadal  harvest  level. 

2/  Decrease  due  to  reduced  budget. 

3/  Decrease  due  to  no  herbicides. 

4/  Decrease  due  to  no  herbicides  and  reduced  budget. 

5/  Decrease  due  to  no  herbicides. 
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TABLE  TWENTY 
Forest  Development  Accomplishments  (Acres) 


JOSEPHINE  SYU 


TREATMENT 

-  -  -  FISCAL  YEAR 

JOSEPHINE 

ACTIOS 

80 

81 
2,567 

82 
2,101 

83 

1,533 

84 

2,oyi 

TOTAL 

Planting 

2,271 

10,563* 

-Initial 

1,907 

2,182 

1,680 

981 

1,528 

8,278 

-Replant  and 

Interplant 

205 

205 

252 

459 

397 

1,518 

-Backlog 

159 

180 

169 

93 

166 

767 

Fertilization 

702 

-0- 

-0- 

1,231 

1,562 

3,495* 

Pre-conmercial 

Thinning 

30 

98 

1,620 

2,216 

2,190 

6,154* 

Commercial 

Thinning  130  35  116    196    287 

Site 

Preparation  3,117  1,666  1,793   1,047   2,542 

Protection  121  349  1,400   2,42b 

Maintenance  358  588  607 

Release  510  406  1,280 


Herbicides 

-Aerial 

-Ground 

Stand 
Conversion 


1,444       1,463       5,800 

1,444       1,359      5,141 

-0-     104    659 


-0- 


-0- 


80 


60 


111) 


764* 


047 

2,542 

10,165* 

42b 

457 

4,752* 

733 

746 

3,032* 

103 

175 

2,474* 

286 

-0- 

8,993* 

-0- 

-0- 

7,944 

286 

-0- 

1,049 

250* 


81 


JACKSON-KLAMATH  SYUs 


FISCAL  YEAR 
82      83 


84 


JACKSON- 
KLAMATH 
'TOTAL 


4,291   2,801   2,593   4,664  14,349* 
2,413   2,192     999   2,573   8,177 


85 


-0- 


4U 


217 


342* 


51,507 


50, 642 

Source:  BLM,  Medford  District 
*  The  sum  of  the  numbers  with  an  asterik  equals  the  total  acre  accomplishments  for  the  SYUs  and  the  District. 


DISTRICT 
TOTAL 

24,912* 

16,455 


1,785 

483 

1,315 

1,515 

5,098 

6,616 

93 

126 

279 

576 

1,074 

1,841 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

2,644 

2,644* 

6,139* 

121 

910 

2,362 

1,746 

5,139* 

11,293* 

929 

318 

243 

163 

1,653* 

2,417* 

1,411 

3,264 

1,965 

5,897 

12,537* 

22,702* 

320 

1,855 

1,601 

2,833 

fa,  609* 

11,361* 

612 

673 

169 

1,319 

2,773* 

5,805* 

400 

575 

499 

178 

1,652* 

4,12fa* 

1,357 

2,211 

241 

-0- 

3,809* 

12,802* 

1,266 

1,918 

-0- 

-0- 

3,184 

11,128 

91 

293 

241 

-0- 

625 

1,674 

592* 


102,149* 


APPENDIX  C 
Glossary 


adverse  visual  impact  -  Any  modification  in  land  forms,  water  bodies,  or 
vegetation,  or  any  introduction  of  structures,  which  negatively  interrupts  the 
visual  character  of  the  landscape  and  disrupts  the  harmony  of  the  basic  elements 
(e.g.,  form,  line,  color,  and  texture). 

allowable  cut  -  The  amount  of  forest  products  that  may  be  harvested  annually  or 
periodically  from  a  specified  area  over  a  stated  period  of  time  in  accordance 
with  the  objectives  of  management.   Generally  the  area  is  the  sustained  yield 
unit  and  the  time  period  is  a  decade. 

aspect  -  The  direction  a  slope  faces. 

basal  area  -  The  area  of  the  cross-section  of  a  tree  stem  measured  at  breast 
height  and  inclusive  of  bark,  and  usually  expressed  as  square  feet  per  acre. 

BF  -  board  feet. 

BLM  -  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

CEQ  -  Council  on  Environmental  Quality. 

characteristic  landscape  -  The  established  landscape  within  an  area  being 
viewed.   This  does  not  necessarily  mean  a  naturalistic  character.   It  could  refer 
to  an  agricultural  setting,  an  urban  landscape,  a  primarily  natural  environment, 
or  a  combination  of  these  types. 

clearcut  harvest  -  An  even-aged  method  of  timber  harvest  in  which  all  trees 
(merchantable  and/or  unmerchantable)  are  simultaneously  cut  from  the  stand  with 
the  intent  to  establish  a  new  crop  of  seedlings.   As  defined,  clearcut  harvest 
can  take  place  in  both  virgin  and  previously  entered  stands.   Medford  District 
makes  a  distinction  between  initial  entry  clearcutting  in  virgin  stands  and 
clearcutting  in  stands  previously  entered  (de  facto  clearcuts)  under  shelterwood 
systems.   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l.a)  and  glossary  entries  for  "initial  entry 
clearcut"  and  "de  facto  clearcut". 

contrast  -  Opposition  or  unlikeness  of  different  forms,  lines,  colors,  or 
textures  in  a  landscape. 

cultural  modification  -  Any  man-caused  change  in  the  land  form,  water  form, 
vegetation,  or  the  addition  of  a  structure  which  creates  a  visual  contrast  in  the 
basic  elements  (e.g.,  form,  line,  color,  texture)  of  the  naturalistic  character 
of  a  landscape. 

dbh  -  Diameter  at  breast  height. 
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de  facto  clearcut  -  Clearcut  harvest  in  stand  that  was  previously  entered  and 
managed  under  a  shelterwood  system  used  prior  to  the  implementation  of  the 
existing  timber  management  plans.   See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l.a)  and  definition 
of  "clearcut  harvest"  in  this  glossary. 

DEQ  -  Department  of  Environmental  Quality. 

EA  -  Environmental  assessment. 

EPA  -  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

established  stand  -  Reforestation  units  which  consist  of  suitable  trees  which  are 
growing  and  are  past  the  time  when  considerable  juvenile  mortality  occurs.   They 
are  no  longer  in  need  of  measures  to  ensure  survival  but  are  evaluated  for 
measures  to  enhance  growth. 

established  tree  -  A  suitable  tree  that  is  considered  by  the  reforestation 
specialist  to  be  in  no  danger  of  mortality  due  to  animals,  competing  vegetation, 
or  other  causes . 

even-aged  management  -  Using  either  clearcut  or  shelterwood  harvest  systems  to 
establish  new  stands  of  trees  that  are  about  the  same  age.   Generally,  age 
differences  between  individual  trees  within  a  unit  do  not  exceed  10  to  20  years. 

FEISs  -  Final  environmental  impact  statements. 

FIR  -  Forestry  Intensified  Research. 

FLPMA  -  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976. 

form  -  The  mass  or  shape  of  an  object  or  objects  which  appear  unified,  such  as  a 
vegetative  opening  in  a  forest,  a  cliff  formation,  or  a  water  tank. 

habitat  effectiveness  -  The  effectiveness  in  which  the  life  needs  of  a  plant  or 
animal  organism,  population,  or  community  are  supplied. 

harmony  -  A  combination  of  parts  into  a  pleasing  or  orderly  whole:   congruity,  a 
state  of  agreement  or  proportionate  arrangement  of  form,  line,  color,  and  texture. 

HIM  -  High  Intensity  Management.   All  commercial  forest  lands  that  comprise  the 
timber  production  base  for  allowable  cut  calculations.   These  forest  lands  are 
suitable  for  continuous  timber  production  with  reasonable  assurance  of  successful 
results  from  the  application  of  intensive  timber  management  practices. 
Regeneration  can  be  accomplished  within  five  years  of  harvest  with  artificial 
reforestation  methods. 

ID  team  -  Interdisciplinary  team. 

initial  entry  clearcut  -  Clearcut  harvest  in  stand  that  is  generally  virgin  and 
unmanaged  with  no  prior  entry  (outside  of  light  mortality  salvage  harvesting). 
See  Chapter  I,  Section  D.l.a)  and  definition  of  "clearcut  harvest"  in  this 
glossary. 
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J  -  Josephine. 

J-K  -  Jackson- Klamath. 

J-KSYUs  -  Jackson-Klamath  Sustained  Yield  Units. 

JSYU  -  Josephine  Sustained  Yield  Unit 

landscape  character  -  The  arrangement  of  a  particular  landscape  as  formed  by  the 
variety  and  intensity  of  the  landscape  features  and  the  four  basic  elements  of 
form,  line,  color,  and  texture.   These  factors  give  the  area  a  distinctive 
quality  which  distinguishes  it  from  its  immediate  surroundings. 

LIM  -  Low  Intensity  Management.   Commercial  forest  lands  that  are  excluded  from 
the  timber  production  base  since  regeneration  is  expected  to  exceed  five  years 
after  harvest.   These  lands  comprise  a  portion  of  the  trial  harvest  program. 

LM  -  limited  management. 

maintenance  -  Management  Framework  Plan  and  supporting  components  are  maintained 
as  necessary  to  reflect  minor  changes  in  data.   Such  maintenance  is  limited  to 
further  refining  or  documenting  a  previously  approved  decision  incorporated  in 
the  plan  (see  43  CFR  1610.5-4). 

management  activity  -  A  surface  disturbing  activity  undertaken  on  the  landscape 
for  the  purpose  of  harvesting,  traversing,  transporting,  protecting,  changing, 
replenishing,  or  otherwise  using  resources. 

MBF  -  Thousand  board  feet. 

MFP  -  Management  framework  plan. 

microsite  modification  -  Modification  of  the  immediate  environment  of  new 
seedlings  by  reduction  of  the  ground  temperature  around  the  seedling  through  the 
use  of  artificial  or  natural  shade. 

mid-tolerance  species  -  Tolerance  refers  to  the  ability  of  a  species  to  reproduce 
and  grow  under  different  light  intensities.   Tolerant  species  such  as  true  firs 
can  reproduce  and  maintain  steady  growth  at  low  light  intensities.   Mid- tolerant 
species  such  as  Douglas-fir  are  not  very  tolerant  of  shade,  requiring  and 
performing  best  with  full  sunlight  in  relatively  open  conditions. 

minimum  stocking  -  The  minimum  acceptable  number  of  well-spaced  trees  per  acre  at 
final  harvest  age  (BLM  Manual  5705). 

MM  -  Million. 

MMBF  -  Million  board  feet. 

NEPA  -  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

0&C  Act  -  Oregon  and  California  Act  of  1937  (Revested  Oregon  and  California  (O&C) 
Railroad  and  Reconveyed  Coos  Bay  Wagon  Road  Grant  Lands). 
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OSDF  -  Oregon  State  Department  of  Forestry. 

ODFW  -  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife. 

01  -  Operations  Inventory. 

overstory  removal  -  The  final  stage  of  cutting  (the  second  cut  of  a  two-stage 
shelterwood  or  the  third  cut  of  a  three- stage  shelterwood)  where  the  remaining 
overstory  trees  are  removed  with  the  intent  to  release  the  understory 
regeneration.   Overstory  removal  is  generally  accomplished  three  to  five  years 
after  artificial  reforestation  activities  and  when  adequate  stocking  has  been 
achieved. 

OSU  -  Oregon  State  University. 

0S0  -  BLM  Oregon  State  Office. 

PCT  -  Precommercial  thinning. 

Programmatic  EA  -  An  environmental  assessment  prepared  to  analyze  a  specific 
program.  A  programmatic  EA  describes  discrete  operations  of  the  program  and 
general  impacts . 

reforested  -  Regenerated. 

regeneration  cut  -  The  first  cut  in  a  two- stage  shelterwood  or  the  second  cut  in 
a  three  stage  shelterwood  designed  to  open  up  the  stand  to  enable  and  promote 
reforestation  and  subsequent  overstory  removal  without  incurring  unacceptable 
damage  to  new  seedlings.   The  remaining  overstory  trees  are  left  to  modify  the 
ground  environment  of  new  seedlings. 

ROD  -  Record  of  decision. 

scenic  quality  -  The  relative  worth  of  a  landscape  from  a  visual  perception  point 
of  view. 

seen  area  -  That  portion  of  the  landscape  which  is  visible  from  roads,  trails, 
rivers,  campgrounds,  communities,  or  other  key  observation  positions. 

shelterwood  harvest  -  An  even-aged  method  of  timber  harvest  in  which  all  trees, 
merchantable  and/or  unmerchantable,  are  cut  from  an  area  through  a  sequence  of 
partial  cuts  with  the  intent  to  establish  a  new  crop  of  seedlings  under  the 
protection  of  the  remaining  overstory  trees. 

silvicultural  prescription  -  A  document  that  identifies  the  management  objectives 
of  a  given  timber  sale  area;  the  area's  physical,  biological,  and  management 
constraints;  and  that  prescribes  specific  treatments  necessary  to  establish, 
protect,  and  maintain  the  growth  and  development  of  new  plantations. 

site  class  -  A  measure  of  the  relative  productive  capacity  of  a  forest  area. 
Seven  site- quality  classes,  indicated  by  Roman  numerals,  are  used  to  designate 
the  comparative  productive  capacities  in  descending  order;  Site  I  being  the  best, 
Site  VII  being  the  poorest. 
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skeletal  -  A  name  for  a  group  of  soils  that  have  more  than  35  percent  gravel  or 
cobbles  in  the  soil  profile. 

SOMA  -  Spotted  Owl  Management  Area. 

stocked  -  A  reforestation  unit  in  which  at  least  60  percent  of  the  area  is 
occupied  with  well-spaced,  suitable  trees  to  either  target  or  minimum  stocking 
standards  as  described  in  the  BLM  5705  (Oregon  State  Office):   "Reforestation 
Stocking  Surveys." 

stocked-established  -  An  established  stand  which  meets  the  target  or  minimum 
stocking  standards  of  well-spaced  trees  per  acre.   Trees  are  no  longer  in  need  of 
special  protection  from  frost,  drought,  competing  vegetation,  or  animal  damages. 

stocked-unestablished  -  An  unestablished  stand  which  meets  the  target  or  minimum 
stocking  standards  of  well-spaced  trees  per  acre.   Trees  are  still  in  danger  of 
juvenile  mortality  and  may  require  stand  maintenance  practices  to  ensure  survival. 

STORMS  -  Solutions  To  Operations  and  Reforestation  Monitoring  Systems.  The 
combination  of  reforestation  records  and  operations  inventory  data  into  one 
computer-based  integrated  system. 

suitable  tree  -  A  commercial  coniferous  species,  identified  in  stocking  surveys 
as  adapted  to  the  site,  considered  capable  of  meeting  forest  management 
objectives  by  producing  a  merchantable  product  in  a  reasonable  length  of  time. 
The  tree  should  not  exhibit  undue  "off-site"  characteristics,  disease,  erratic 
growth,  damage,  or  poor  color.   It  qualifies  as  a  component  of  the  new  stand  by 
having  survived  at  least  one  growing  season  in  the  field. 

SYUs  -  sustained  yield  units. 

target  stocking  -  The  desirable  number  of  well-spaced  trees  per  acre  at  age  of 
first  commercial  thinning  (BLM  Manual  5705). 

T  &  E  -  Threatened  and  endangered. 

TMPs  -  Timber  management  plans. 

tolerance  -  The  capacity  of  a  tree  to  develop  and  grow  in  the  shade  of  and  in 
competition  with  other  trees. 

TPA  -  Trees  per  acre. 

TPCC  -  Timber  Production  Capability  Classification. 

unestablished  stand  -  Reforestation  units  which  consist  of  suitable  trees  which 
are  still  in  danger  of  juvenile  mortality  and  may  require  stocking  maintenance 
practices  to  ensure  survival. 

understocked  -  Situation  when  less  than  60  percent  of  the  reforestation  survey 
plots  on  commercial  forest  land  are  stocked  with  one  or  more  suitable  trees  to 
minimum  stocking  standards. 
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USDI  -  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior. 

USFS  -  United  States  Forest  Service. 

visual  resource  management  classes  -  Categories  assigned  to  public  lands  based  on 
scenic  quality,  sensitivity  level,  and  distance  zones.   There  are  four  classes 
(I,  II,  III,  and  IV).   Each  class  has  an  objective  which  prescribes  the  amount  of 
change  allowed  in  the  characteristic  landscape. 

visual  resources  -  The  visible  physical  features  on  a  landscape  (e.g.,  land, 
water,  vegetation,  animals,  structures,  and  other  features). 

viewshed  -  The  landscape  that  can  be  directly  seen  under  favorable  atmospheric 
conditions,  from  a  viewpoint,  or  along  a  transportation  corridor. 

VRM  -  Visual  resource  management. 
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APPENDIX  D 

SUMMARY  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTIONS  AMD 

ALTERNATIVES  IN  THE  JOSEPHINE  AND  JACKSON-KLAMATH 

FINAL  TIMBER  MANAGEMENT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENTS 


JOSEPHINE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The.  proposed  action  is  a  ten-year  timber  management  plan  for  public  lands 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  the  Josephine  Sustained  Yield 
Unit  (JSYU) ,  Medford  District,  Oregon.   In  the  plan,  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  proposes  an  annual  timber  harvest  of  20.10  million  cubic  feet 
(approximately  103  million  board  feet  Scribner  Log  rule)*  to  be  accomplished  by 
two-stage  shelterwood  and  clearcut  methods.   Also  included  in  the  proposal  are 
reforestation,  herbicide  application,  slash  disposal,  road  construction, 
thinning,  and  fertilization  (see  pages  1-1  through  1-69  of  the  FEIS) . 


JOSEPHINE  ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative  No.  1  -  No  Control  of  Competing  Vegetation 

This  alternative  differs  from  the  proposal  in  that  no  attempt  would  be  made  to 
control  grass,  brush,  or  hardwood  species  growing  in  competition  with  commercial 
coniferous  tree  species.   This  would  eliminate  treatments  for  the  control  of 
competing  vegetation  both  prior  to  reforestation  (site  preparation)  and  after 
young  stands  become  established  (stand  release).   (See  pages  8-1  through  8-11.) 

Alternative  No.  2  -  Control  of  Competing  Vegetation  with 
All  Approved  Herbicides  Except  Silvex 

This  alternative  would  yield  the  same  annual  harvest  as  the  proposed  action. 

It  differs  from  the  proposal  in  that  silvex  would  be  precluded  as  a  herbicide  for 
use  in  the  control  of  competing  vegetation.   (See  pages  8-11  through  8-15.) 

Alternative  No.  3  -  Limited  Investment  in  Timber  Production 

This  alternative  differs  from  the  proposal  in  that  management  practices  would  be 
limited  to  those  associated  with  final  timber  harvest  and  artificial 
reforestation.   Planned  practices  would  include  road  construction,  shelterwood 
harvest  and  clearcutting,  slash  disposal,  site  preparation  (with  herbicides  where 
warranted),  and  planting.   (See  pages  8-16  through  8-20.) 

Alternative  No.  4  -  Utilization  of  Surplus  Inventory 

This  alternative  would  direct  the  sale  of  the  maximum  amount  of  timber  possible 
during  the  first  decade  without  diminishing  the  sustainable  harvest  in  the 
decades  beyond.   The  objective  would  be  to  assist  in  meeting  anticipated 
short-run  national  housing  needs  and  to  cushion  the  effect  of  the  proposed 
allowable  cut  reduction. 
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Alternative  No.  5  -  Forestry  Program  for  Oregon 

This  alternative  would  direct  the  sale  of  22.87  MM  cu.  ft.  (117  MMBF)  from  high 
intensity  lands  and  1.76  million  cubic  feet  (9  MMBF)  from  low  intensity  lands  in 
the  first  decade.   (See  pages  8-26  through  8-32.) 

Alternative  No.  6  -  Zane  Grey  Wilderness  Study  Area 

This  alternative  provides  for  removal  of  approximately  7,800  acres  of  high 
intensity  timber  management  land  from  the  base  upon  which  the  proposal  was 
calculated  pending  study  to  determine  the  suitability  of  the  Zane  Grey  area  for 
wilderness  designation.   (See  pages  8-22  through  8-38.) 

Alternative  No.  7  -  No  Action 

This  alternative  assumes  continuation  of  the  current  level  of  timber  management 
on  the  Josephine  SYU;  that  is,  continuation  of  the  current  allowable  cut  of  28.63 
MM  cu.  ft.  (146  MMBF)  on  the  present  timber  management  base  of  334,500  acres. 
(References  pages  8-38  through  8-44.) 

*Volume  was  revised  as  of  December  11,  1981  (see  Amendment  Number  1  to  Record  of 
Decision,  Chapter  I,  Section  C.). 


JACKSON-KLAMATH  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  proposed  action  is  a  10- year  timber  management  plan  for  public  lands 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  the  Jackson  and  Klamath 
Sustained  Yield  Units  (JKSYUs,  SYUs) ,  Medford  District,  Oregon.   In  the  plan,  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  proposes  an  annual  timber  harvest  of  20.55 
million  cubic  feet  (approximately  120  million  board  feet  Scribner  Log  rule)*  to 
be  accomplished  by  two-stage  shelterwood,  clearcut,  and  single  tree  selection 
methods.   Also  included  in  the  proposal  are  reforestation,  herbicide  application, 
slash  disposal,  road  construction,  thinning,  and  fertilization.   (See  pages  1-1 
through  1-54  of  the  FEIS. 

JACKSON-KLAMATH  ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative  No.  1  -  No  Control  of  Competing  Vegetation 

This  alternative  differs  from  the  proposal  in  that  no  attempt  would  be  made  to 
control  grass,  brush,  or  hardwood  species  growing  in  competition  with  commercial 
coniferous  tree  species.   This  would  eliminate  treatments  for  the  control  of 
competing  vegetation  both  prior  to  reforestation  (site  preparation)  and  after 
young  stands  become  established  (stand  release).   (See  pages  8-3  through  8-10.) 
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Alternative  No.  2  -  Limited  Investment  in  Timber  Production 

This  alternative  differs  from  the  proposal  in  that  management  practices  would  be 
limited  to  those  associated  with  final  timber  harvest  and  artificial 
reforestation.   Planned  practices  would  include  road  construction,  shelterwood 
harvest  and  clearcutting,  slash  disposal,  site  preparation  (with  herbicides  where 
warranted)  and  planting.   (See  pages  8-11  through  8-16.) 

Alternative  No.  3  -  Utilization  of  Surplus  Inventory 

This  alternative  differs  from  the  proposal  in  that  surplus  growing  stock  which 
contributes  nothing  to  the  attainable  level  of  sustained  yield  allowable  cut 
would  be  harvested  at  an  accelerated  rate.   Surplus  growing  stock  is  in  excess  of 
that  needed  in  allowable  cut  calculation  to  provide  constant  or  increasing  timber 
supply  over  time  (see  Section  1.2.6.2).   Utilization  of  the  surplus  on  a  shorter 
timeframe  would  only  slightly  hasten  achievement  of  a  regulated  forest  in  the 
JKSYUs  due  to  the  present  distribution  of  age  classes.   (See  pages  8-16  through 
8-26 . ) 

Alternative  No .  4  -  Forestry  Program  for  Oregon 

This  alternative  would  provide  the  Jackson  and  Klamath  SYUs  pro  rata  share  of  BLM 
timber  harvest  called  for  in  the  Forestry  Program  for  Oregon  (Oregon  State  Board 
of  Forestry  1977).   (See  pages  8-27  through  8-31.) 

Alternative  No.  5  -  No  Action 

This  alternative  specifies  continuation  of  the  current  level  of  timber 
management.   That  means  continuation  of  the  present  allowable  cut  of  21.93  MM  cu . 
ft.  (128  MMBF)  which  was  computed  in  1970  from  a  commercial  forest  base  of 
327,270  acres.   (See  pages  8-31  through  8-36.) 


*Volume  was  revised  by  December  11,  1981  (see  Amendment  Number  1  to  Record  of 
Decision,  Chapter  I,  Section  C). 
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